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PREFACE 


This Mftgnum opus of Shri Baghaveudra has 
reached its endiio this volume and we have brea¬ 
thed out a sigh of relief* All Indologists who want 
to study Nyaya Sudba of Jaya treethu) the Prince 
of oommeniatorS) do find Parimala of Shri 
Eaghavendra indispensable for its elucidation 
which Is the fruit of close study>• and compre¬ 
hensive digest* Baghavendra is a gem among 
intellectuals) with comprehensive understanding 
noble appreciation) impartial ^ assessment^, logical 
argumentation,, deep study, vast reading which 
are the indelible marks of bis achievements left 
in all his woikrs. 

Shri Ragbavendra is labouring . under a 
disadvantage. His efforts being strictly limited to 
elucidation of the original, bis work is bound to 
be a colleotioh of disconnected notes withont any 
continuity running through them. To make it 
an enjoyable reading we borrowed the current of 
thought of the original Sudha. and even referred 
to the Anuvyakhyana of the Aoharya- Yet each 
comment is a unit, small or greaU bristling with 
sharp points of attack, behind a thick defensive 
shield of thought and ideas of infallible, vera¬ 
city. References are rich in it- The opponent 
though unwilling to be convinced yet bends before 
the weighty arguments. These notes seem to be an 
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endless series of mountainoviB waves rising on 
the vast oooen of Nyay4^8udha as ebullitions of 
with thoughts Bointilating with the sunshne of 
divine Grace* 

, While understanding and expressing those 
thoughts in Englsh) 1 had thejexperienoe of a deep 
meditative absorption and the enjoyment of th® 
greatest delight in my life* When he offers notes 
for our guidanoe 8hri Raghavendra has^before him 
a common reader equipped with ordinary means 
of understanding* Hence he takes care to see 
that the reader does not take the wrong track* 
We may gather here for the convenieint appraisal 
of a critic different vays he adopts to be a 
useful guide to the student of Sudha* 

He supplies us with clear cut definitions distine- 
tive and signifioant in nature> so that they become 
helpful to distinguish them from similar words 
of different shades of meaning- Here for example 
in III 3-1 (comprehensive knowledge 

out of the study of all Vedas) is found essential 
for upasana* In this context inSudha are intro¬ 
duced which must be clearly under¬ 

stood in their distinct nature- So Raghavendra 
defines them basing them on their primary and 
fundamental characteristics- Adhyayana i® 
defined as 
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“Memorising a group of letters in the same 
order as he has made them his own repeating after 
Quru has recited them. So Adhyayana is restricted 
to mere memorisation of lines of Veda closely 
repeating after Guru’s recitation without any 
reference to its meaning. Then Sbravana is 
defined as understanding the 

syntactical meaning of a sentence after proper 
instruction (by the Guru) of it.’’ So this is clearly 
different from Adhyayana. Then Manana is 
defind as Applying raason to 

what has been understood. Thus the first Is 
retention* the second is comprehension and the 
third is reasoning or ratiocination* These defini" 
tlons speak for themselveis for clarity of expre- 
ssion beauty of style and for fulfilling the purpose 
for which they are created- 

He offers us references from other shastras 
80 that the expressions become rich with sugg¬ 
estion. In III 4-5 the is used. 

Raghavendra quotes Jaimlni Sutra 1-2 the lasii 
Adhikarana for this reference. Then the 
meaning of the Sutra is given. While rituals 
are performed certain Mantras are recited. Are 
those Mantras to be understood in their meaning 
and thus are they to fulfil a present purpose or 
are thote Mantres not meant to be understood 
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in their meaning and they oonduoe only to pro* 
dupe a fruit far away in future ? It is settled 
that the Mantras are to be understood in their 
meaning. A long disoussion is given and then a 
judgement is given using the In 

certain context it Is said ^that the ropes of both 
horses and asses are to be taken” Then another 
Mantra prohibits the rope of an ass and so only 
the rope of a horse is to be taken* All this is 
possible by which means the rule 

of exclusion* 

3) ^aghavendra gives grammatical deriva 
. tion to justify the meaning In which the word is 
. used or to justify the usage of a partiou ler 
phrase which seems to be wrongly used* 

In the 3rd Adhyaja Srd Pada and 16th 
Adbikarana the usage before is found 

Grammar enjoined Ablative case before So it 
should be ^ But ine 

either or is enjoined still 
and others should be taken separately and before 
them Acousitive is enjoined. And then usages 
are quoted, So also 

as this is an usage by a great poet 

this is also justified* is a synonim of 
and 
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4) Some popular phrases are explained by 

giving their original meanings. is suoh 

a phrase* Itaghayendra explains this as 

Then he explains it as 
3r5tr 5xri?tfrw f^t?it «j¥ir«iT^«nwfcRr«rT 
This is some what like sugar-coating of a bitter 
pill- For this is placing a piece of Jaugary on 
the tougue of a young kid in order that he might 

swallow some thing bitter without complaining. 

5) His greatest service to exegetio interpret¬ 
ation is to be found in bringing about reoonoi* 
liation between condiotiag elements, in shastrio 
judgements. 

The context is to asortain the comparative 
values of and ^4 in respect of the final release 
or tfrw* The objector’s view is that knowledge is 
not an independent means of swarga and other 
values in lifC) bu t Karma is suoh a means* 
Karma does the work and knowledge only 
gives final touches to the work of Karma* 
Then the Sidhanta side is that knowledge alone 
independently contrives to secure Swarga) and 
other pleasures 

Now how to reconcile Jaimini's opinion with 
that of Badarayana* Baghavendra makes this 
oint clear. Jaimini’s view considers the case of 
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human beings only, who again are of three types, 
highest indififerent, and lowest. That Karma with 
the aid of knowledge is the means of seouring 
Heaven and other pleasures,is the opinion true in 
the ease of highest men. The middle or indifferent 
are taken into consideration when It is said that 
mere Karma can secure Heaven and others. 
Knowledge is useful to secure some fruit other 
than Moksha. The lowest niass thinks imperece- 
ptible things alone are secued by knowledge and 
not perceptible things. Jaimici thus thinks of 
human beings only. But Badarayan thinks that 
generally knowledge securea all desired objects 
He does not consider knciwledge as belonging 
to this or that one. Hence there Is no conflict 
between Badarayana and Jaimini- 

6) In the some manner he spares no pains in 
explaining illnstrations* A topic arises in which 

and should be taken to mean vadies who 
propound Khanda or Akhanda as in 
Kunta means sword and being insentient cannot 
of its own accord enter into (the gate). So Kunta 
means kuntadharinah, those who carry the sword^ 
by secondary denotation. In‘ the same manner 
by this sort of secondary denotation Khanda and 
Akhanda mean Khaudavadi and Akhandavadi. 

7) Meemansa words apd ;;>rmeiple8 are very 
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oleftrly explained. is explained as 

some, other than internal, effort 
the root,means *rT*i and the termi¬ 
nation iheans ^w*Tr. The root being verb 
transitive, which is the objeot of (or Is 
it or sr^qiaf^cr or «ii^?r? objection side 

is that being terminaion is usnaally construed 
with its Prakriti which is qm* But swarga is a 
separate word which is related to after the 
syntactical construction is understood and 
hence is construed with after a long time* 
So is construed with How clearly the 

whole thing is presented. 

Modern notes'-makers and guide-producers 
should take a clue from him in this art of notes 
writing ; Por his method is highly beneficial to 
students in secular and litei^ary field* Ragha^ 
vendra’s intelligent and superb notes and 
explanations on very terse philosophical literature 
are endowed with lucidity of expression, oogenecy 
of argument, flights of imagination and more than 
these rich touches of inner light and deep 
experiences, so that not merely are they treated 
preferntially in literary in and phllosoppioal field 
but they are considered as having spiritual 
efficacy and grace of beatitude* 
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It is a pleasure to read Sudha with the 
,guidance of Parimala and even a oursery reading 
of these notes as given here will convince a 
casual reader of their value of enlightened 
guidanoe« 

Thus in these five volumes we have already 
treated life of Baghavendra. 

1 Geeta vivrithi. 

2 Mahabhaiata Tatparya Nirnaya Bhava 
Sangraha. 

3 Pramana padhati Bhavadeepa. 

4 and Parimala* 

Vol VI of about 600pp, that is yet to come 
comprises Bhashya of Shri Madhva and Bagha— 
vendra’s Bhava Dsepa, Tattva Manjari, Nyaya 
Muktavali, Tantra Deepika and Prakasha. 

Craving the Indulgence of the readers we 
state that we hope to bring out VI volume in 
due course*. 



1 cannot but thank all thoae that have contributed 
to the success of this work directly, or indirecly* I must 
thank first those who have helped me by giving concrete 
suggestions in the preperation of the work. Next, my 
thanks are due to Shr) Mallappa Sbinde, but for 
whose help, the book would not have been published. 
By the time we undertook the work the paper Scarcity 

had scared away many7 publishers from book publi’ 

> 

shing* But my young friend Mr. Mi S> Hombali came 
forward to help me to bring out] the publication in 
time. With Herculian efforts ha worked against odds 
and finished the work in time. I heartily thank him 
though formal thanks giving is only a poor return to 
strenuous struggle in a spirit of dedication* Last but 
not the least is to offer my humble prayer to Him 
who reached out his helping hand, through all these 
persons to lift me up ^when 1 had fallen down in 
despair. 
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Shri Raghavendra-his Life and Work 

VOL. V 

PARIMALA-A GLOSS ON SUDHA 

PADA III 

To distinguish the subject matter of this 
pads from that of the previous and forth--coming 
Padas, Acharya mentions the special contribhtion 
of this Pada. There is one class of words which 
mean both Vishnu, and other things than Vishnii> 
which are classed as Ubhayatra Frasldha -~Not 
only tlie distinguishing quality of the Bnbjei6t 
matter but the unique and unified or integrated 
quality of the topic of this Pada. What integrated 
topic is, is already dealt with in aooord- 

ing to the dictum of Jaimini. 

So the words which primarily mean by 
connotational power Vishnu and (appear to mean) 
other things of the world are shown here to have 
the form of a name and a sign (adjective) and to 
connote in a super primary way Vishnu alone. 
This is the topic of this Pada, which justifies its 
distinct purpose from the previous as well as 
forth coming Fadas. So in this pada it Is shown 
that the concerned shruti has its import in 
Brahma as it does go against the reason, men> 
tinned ( R5135 [IcI ) or the vedic words show by 
primary connotational power, Vishnu alone and 
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not any one else* Besides it is shown that there 
are no such words as would distinctly oannote 
Eudra and others like and others. 

Now in the sutra the word 

aia'aS5?ra has been explained in the Bhashya as 
mentioned above* The negative particle ai (the 
original'Vi^)has been shown to have two meanings:- 
1 ) H ?fk ar«Jig: One who does not 

eat food offered to the manes («rT 5 )- Here the 
negative is used in the sense of ‘ contradioting 
one after its due introduction ’ (tosh sFotbi:)- 2 ) 
here the second meaning is qn^m: which 
means, negative particle confutes syntactical 
reference to the next following word. In the first 
instance the negative seeks contact 

with the verb) while in second the negative seeks 
contact with the following word (qnqm)- According 
to the first meaning 5I5^ gfh); Here stsj 
having exhausted its power of reference by 
contacting with the verb arfei, does not extend it 
to which, hence loses its capacity to be 

compounded with the negative particle. For only 
a word that has capacity in the form of expect¬ 
ancy of reference to other word is compounded 
with the other word (nwaij wnw:). Now 3f has no 
expectancy of reference to Hence these 

two connot be compounded* 
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This objeotion is met with by two different 
replies. 1) One Is ^ The rule 

follows the usage in 7eda. Hence though the 
word is incapable of being compounded) 
it is compounded^ But this rule is neither 
sutra nor vartika on sutra.. Nor still it Is in the 
form of syllogistic reasoning* But it is the saying 
of Bhashya Kara in the context of Beside® 

in Kaiyata it is said it is desirable* And 

just as the ?fc5 of. vartikakara is decisive so Is 
the ( acceptance ) of Bhashyakara also 
decisive. 

The second one isthere 
is one usage swrafa ci which means ‘ He throws it ’ 
from this we get am: which means ‘ throwing ’i 
In order to get the form arm from the root ai« 
to throw this sutra enjoin® 

the termination aa to the root form, when it 
signifies or does not signify by convention the 
meaning of Karaka or government or relation 
(between the noun and the verb) except that of 
or agent, Now what is the meaning of awaficor 
the negative particle in it? Is it aa^a afaaa or 
If it means or differentiation as in uptvu* 

aas: one different from the pot, then Bwaft means 
Karaka different from karta* This differentiation 
carries with it the condition of similarity with the 
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«R!if or ag£int« Thus when we intend a relation 
different from that of agent it involves also simi- 
lanty with the agent. Hence we can only accept 
a Karaka that is different from, and at the same 
time similar to or agent. So the word in 
is redundant* 

But Panini himself in his sutra uses and 
hence it is to be supposed that the negative 
particle in does not mean or differen¬ 
tiation; Instead only is the meaning 

(contradicting one that is dnly introduced). So 
in order to suggest that inspite of the 

jfoi can be compounded, the word is used. 

In Bhashya the negative particle in is. 

accepted as qqqm and then explained* But in 
is chosen and hence Jayathertha 
chooses this alternative. 

Even Bhashyakara in the context of explain¬ 
ing in there is negative 

particle which means smRqfffhqcr. This is illust¬ 
rated with examples like atgd' Thus 

the sutra should be quoted here as 

evidence* 

Now is explained as an Avyayibhava 

samasa* is a part of a sutra and means 

that an indeclinable meaning the ^ absence of a 
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thing * Is compounded with a noun which is 
capable of being compounded- This is an Avya— 
yibhava samasa. The example is 

Thus is t© be dissolved aa 

The negative particle meaning the 
absence of a thing is compounded with the next 
word into an Avyayeebhav, samesa- By the sutra 
the Avyayeebha-va Is possible and then 
the termination is dropped- 3i*i is added on 
to it except when there is the termination of th© 
ablative. So now it should be , and not 

aia'sgssrfir. But as already stated? before the ablative 
is not affixed. Hence 3ra^s«?Tci is a correct 

' s' 

usage- Thus Chandrika justifies this usage as 
found in the Bhashya of Madhva- 

In the Sutra siTWW*!5i«335iq; that (utr) is not 
the one that Is inferred (Shiva and others); but it 
is Brahman; For in that context we do not find 
any qualities common to Shiva and others. 

If then sisra means or 3iT?nn then anmsissm is 
the reason which is the repetetion of But 

repetetion with a purposeful objective is no defect 
of composition. 

In the one denoted by the word 

Bhuma is Vishnu; for this Bhnma is said to be 
happiness par excellence. Veda declares that he 
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Ib at the head of all gods beginning from Nama 
and ending vith Prana- Raghavendra mentions 
that Chandrika explains why Sutrakara n^es a 
derivative word which meanS) Happiness, after 
going through the process of derivation in prefer¬ 
ence to the word ^ which directly means happi¬ 
ness* 

This derivative word ‘ samprasada ’ peace 
means the result of perfect happiness which 
proves that his happiness is unmixed with even 
the tinge of misery* Hence samprasada, instead 
of snkha is used* 

That which is mentioned in veda by the word 
Akshaia is also Brahman; For it is said to be the 
support of Jagat or world. There is another 
reason adduced to prove that Akshara is no other 
than Brahman. For in Akshara we do not find 
grossness and qualities usually to be found 

in material things. But this Akshara is said to 
be non-gross which means it is Anu or minute or 
subtle, the shruti on the other hand, posits that 
it is Ananu or one different from Anu and hence 
it is gross. So one thing connot both be gross and 
non-groBS* 

One way of reconciling this, contradiction 
is to consider them in their relative significance* 
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For instance a thing of middle size when compa¬ 
red with a thing of greater size is small and when 
compared with a thing of smaller size, is great. 
Thus smallness and greatness though contradict¬ 
ory and Irreconciliable are yet found reconciling 
in one object. 

But this sort of reconciliation does not hold 
good in Brahman. If such a reconciliation is forced 
in Brahman, Brahman will be reduced, to the 
pilight of a pot which equally entertains smallness 
and greatness in a relative secse. Besides a pot 
or such materia) thing has one thing greater 
than itself and has another thing smaller than 
itself. But Brahman has nothing greater than, 
or smaller than Brahman- Hence smallness and 
greatness in Brahman cannot be reconciled pres¬ 
uming these two contradictory terms as under 
different contexts of two smaller and greater 
things than Brahman- Thus non-grosshess may 
mean, as already said, subtleness. Or it may 
simply mean the absence of grossness*, If this 
second alternative is accepted Brahman will be 
reduced to mere negation or emptiness; or some 
colourless or characterless thing. This is an 
anathema to Vedantins like Badarayana who 
severely refute it and say that Brahman is full 
of positive qualities like form and attributes. 
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Thus it is ordained by the vedas that Brah¬ 
man alone is the abode of contradictory attributes 
like greatness of magnitude and littleness of 
magnitude. But this will not lead to self contra¬ 
diction because these Anutva and Mahatva are 
not found together in Brahman as mutually 
exclusive or contradictory terms. They are not 
considered as incompatible terms; but are consi* 
dered as Co-existing in Brahman* Sbri Madhva 
uses the word Govinda in the place of Brahman. 

Shri Baghavendra explains Govinda that is 
used in the place of Brahman. This smallness 
and greatness are found in Hari as co-existing. 
And an evidence to corroborate the truth of this 
fact is shown by the use of the word Govinda. 
Here direct perception of Yashoda is called foe 
e vidence* In Bhagavata Yashoda sees the vision 
of the whole universe in the month of her Tiny 
Child* In the same manner Arjuna sees the vision 
of all pervading Brahman* 

The holy implication is this; Gopika tied 
Govinda by a tether to the mortor* The story in 
the Bhagavata is very interesting and highly 
odnoluBive. For Yashoda tried with a tether; but 
it fell short of the waist of Govinda only by an 
inch. She used hundreds of tethers; still the gap 
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could not be filled up and Yaeboda could not tie 
the rope round his waist. But at last a small 
rope was sufficient to go round Govinda’s waist. 
Here we see one action of not being successful 
in tying him by hundreds of ropes; and there we 
also see him being tied with a single short rope. 
These two actions lead us to the following in 
ferential conclusions- “Vishnu is small; for he is 
tied with small rope round his waist, like a small 
oalP. This is one conclusion and another is — 
“Vishnu is great; for he is not tied by hundreds of 
ropes like a mountain.” 

Now this inference of greatness and smallness 
in Krishna is refuted by the inference- Krishna 
cannot have these twq contrary qualities- For 
he is material substance: But the universal rule 
that substance has no two contrary qualities Is 
found violated in Akasha which is both small and 
great, though it: is a material substance* Hence 
^Krishna is both great and small, is an inference 
which comes out unscathed by any contradictions 
or refutations* 

In order to ridicule this conclusion if any 
one goes to the length of saying that any thing 
like pot may be said to consist of opposite quali*- 
ties* And then on the plea that these qualities 
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are naturally found inhering in that thing, you 
can easily justify their oo-existenoe* But truth 
is not so light as to be wafted in the air like ohaff- 
If you are to admit two contrary and inoompa" 
tible qualities in a thing they must be warranted 
by sound instruments of knowledge- If thus they 
are found, then you try to justify them by 
finding reasons for their oo-existance- Things 
created by the figment of imagination need no 
justification. 

If truth and verity areto be proved by merely 
the nature of things, then reconoiliou of statements 
has no role to play in removing contradictions^ 
For instance there are statements like <Beality is 
void of attributes and lull of attributes’ ^Reality 
is active and it is passive’ * world is real and it is 
unreal’ usually these contrary statements are 
reconciled by stating that the subject or import 
of each statement is different* The thing attri¬ 
buteless is one while the thing that is full of 
attributes is another* Instead if reconciliation is 
sought by stating that it is the nature of the 
thing to have opposite qualities, then you need 
not run to reconciliation of statements* 

This objection is waved by stating that the 
nature is settled by settling the subject or import 
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of a statement first* Hence reconciliotion of 
statements have a place in finding out truth or 
verity. 

Here in the third pada of the first Adhyaya 
it is said that there are fourteen Adhikaranas* 
But the topics dealt with, arguments of the 
opponents and arguments of sidhsinta are only 
stated to be twelve. Now there cannot be an 
Adhikarana without subject matter and the 
arguments of oppoments and sidhanta argument. 

But this inconsistency is apparent for there are 
two Adhikaranas which do not deal with the topic 
of the Adhikarana which is samanvaya. In 
one there is the discussion about the eligibility 
of gods to be iutiated in the study of the vedas 
and the second deals with the topic that those 
who are excluded from the first three varnas have 
no eligibility to study the vedas* 

Then how to show contextual connection of 
these two. topics with the common topic of the 
Pada ? That connection is of two types:- one is 
‘inclusive’ and another is ‘Successive’ or ‘Seque¬ 
ntial’- We cannot show inclusive connection of 
these two Adhikaranas with the topic of the Pada 
Samanvaya- We must only seek sequential oonne- 
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otioiii For tKe question of vedic eligibility may 
oome after Samanvaya. 

But sequential connection is of six klndsi 
Now Raghavendra defines each one of these to 
facilitate the critical examination of the cannec- 
tion of the two topics with main topic of the pad a. 
Prasanga is defined as ‘That recollected - thing 
which cannot be set aside indifierently’) has a 
Prasanga Connection with the reminder^ This is 
illustrated by an example from Brahma sutra. 
In the Second Adhyaya there is an Adhikarana 
called Jna and topic is whether Jna or Jeeva is 
of the size of atom or is it pervasive- This Jeeva 
or soul is atom like; For expulsion from body and 
coming and going are done by the supreme soul. 
Here the thing reminded is thought of subordi' 
nation of everything to the Lord’. Hence it is 
called Prasanga- 

Now the second is Upodghata (introduction). 
Introduction is a thought which leads us to the 
topic on hand- The example is the first sutra 
where study In the form of hearing and thinking 
is considered prerequisite to the present thesis 
which is in mind as a topic to be discussed- This 
is corroborated in Chandrika as “The first sutra 
is considered as an introduction to the whole 
thesis” 
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The third is or well timed aotion 

when a certain thing Is told after telling all tha^ 
must be told. For example the first five Adhik- 
aranas treat all the topics that are essential and 
then begins The Adhyaya from • 

The fourth one is the connection of cause or 
reason for the topic to be discussed* When the 
^ ) posits by the higher primary 

connotation, Brahma is proved to be the import 
of all shastras, then the coming Sutras may rise 
to prove its statement. Thus affords 

reason for the coming fwfeqq. 

The fifth is unfa or the connection of 

effect- Just as when the first Adhyaya propounds 
the theory of Samanvaya, then the Second 
Adhyaya is justified in removing the objections 
raised against it. Again ‘the eater or Consumer 
is Vishnu’ is the reason for the result that the 
two dwellers in the Cave of the heart are both the 
forms of Vishnu. For the general idea is the cause 
for the particular idea^ and hence the particular 
idea is the result of ihe general idea* 

The sixth is connection of having one and 
the same work* If both the Adnikaranas (former 
and latterjl have a common work then we have 
this connection. Just as the samanvaya sutra 
along with the former Sutra, Shastrayonitwa. has 
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the Common work of deciding that Vishnu alone 
is the source of the whole Cosmos- In the same 
way the Jijnasa sutra along with the coming 
Janmadi Sutra has the common work of deciding 
that one should take to earnest study of Brahma. 

Of these siX) here there is the connection of 
Prasanga. Because the eligibility of gods in the 
study of the Vedafl and the non-eligibility of 
Shudras are discussed here being reminded by the 
general eligibility of all men to study the Vedas 
in the previous sutra, which makes the Prasanga 
very strong. For if we do not accept eligibility 
of the gods to study vedass Then the statement 
that ‘Viswedevas serve Him or Vishnu’j will not 
be consistent and meaningful* Only with the 
eligibilty of gods the statement will be valid and 
Vishnu will be one fit to be Worshipped by gods* 
Hence ultimately the attribute of being worship¬ 
ped by all gods is being shown as fully applicable 
to Vishnu alone- So Samanvaya is shown in the 
Jong run of in Vishnu- Hence then 

is the connectioa of Antarbhava also- 
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PAD A IV 

Now in this Pada words that are used to 
denote only other Things than Vishnu, are shown 
to connote Vishnu alone, on the strength of a 
statement in Bhashya or by the principle of eli¬ 
mination. For the words to be proved to apply to 
Vishnu are 1) Words famous to mean other 
things than vishnu* 2) Words formed to mean both 
Vishnu and other things. 3) and words famous 
to mean other things only. As the first two 
varieties are already dealt with in their proper 
contexts, the remaining is the topic of 

of This Pada- 

Here first the topic that is taken for dis¬ 
cussion is this. In certain branches of Katha it 
is stated ‘ j nt aiswa aaaTOKf ‘ qq 

§ ftfes*; The words dike afaqqcT and and aftw 

show the very things they mean and not Vishnu. 
For is said to be subordinate to Purusha 
and siiq is said to be miserable. So if and 
refer to Vishnu j then Vishnu would be sub? 
ordinate to Purusha and he would be ^miserable* 

Wherever there Is scope for misinterpreta¬ 
tion, Kaghavendra steps in and averts it, by 
sound direction* Here Is difficult 



to be c^»nstru6d. So be dieaolvee it as Babuvrihi 
compound as 5I3? aq. Then the constru¬ 

ction is simple and the meaning is clear. Brahma 
the Greatest has the word to refer it.* 

Now that if is made to refer to 

Brahma, he will be contextually reduced to the 
status of subordinate to Punish, is no dodge 
running against samanvaya of wqcscf in Brahman 
For this dodge runs counter to the statements 
in shruti and smriti. Besides the word and 
others are not to be construed with the person, 
only on account of its poa3e8Bion(|:^ means one 
having or possessing misery) It may also mean 
one who has mastery over misery-which meaning 
fits in with Vishnu. Common usage warrants 
such a use- A king is said to be defeated on 
account of the defeat of his servants. 

Thus the possessive termination is used 
in the sense of possessor, or the supporter, 
(fqifhtq, auwqfq) Practice and rule admit both the 
senses, as in and '^here the word 

also can be applied to Brahman in the sense 
of ‘one having full control over misery’. 

Thus the objection that' if is applied 

to Brahman according to the usage of the learned 
then it will be subordinate to purusha? is 

easiily waved because Brahma may be called 
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in the sense that Prakriti or Primordial matter, 
that is {sftiR i subordinate to Furush, is subordinate 
to Brahma. Though Brahma itself is not 
it has mastery over that is Prakriti. 

If thus argued, the opponent may easily 
show the opposition of Pramanas like the Vedas* 
For Jevas alone are called ffou:; so Brahma 
cannot be 

To this objection the rejoinder is Brahma 
also is in its another sense- Brahma does 

not posses g.g* But the possessive termination 
only means aij 3ii?a that there is relationship 
between and Brahman* When refers to 
Brahman the relationship is not inherence as in 
the case of st is mastery or full control in 
the case of Brahman* 

In order to justify the validity of the state¬ 
ment that all words connote in the highest sense 
Brahman, also must be proved to have its 
connotational reference to Brahman* The only 
way to do so is as shown above* 

That may be as in the case of afga t rrmination 
like But how to explain it ia the cafie of 
termination as in tie case of 3?® or in words o^ 
common usage as 31^7 ? 
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1 

P' 

to 

Joj 

is 



Now 5C5 is derived from thej root and the 
rt, termination of the Past passive participle. 
Now how to explain with reference to Brahman? 
Again how to explain the form of a full-fledged 
verb with reference to Brahman as in “othes 
will be tied down to the womb* ? 

In the case cf wsRwfesiWcf' 

means either a substantive like bondage (^9)or an 
object of bondage (^w). Here the second meaning 
is accepted. In This object of bondage we 

must determine the relationship between object 
and bondage. For the relationship warranted 
by Grammar is only general and unpartioularised* 
Hence the relationship may be of ‘mastery*; So 
with reference to Brahman means one who 
has mastery over bondage or bound Jeevas* 

In the case of verbal form like sqgll there is 
the root and the termination- The root vk means 
or Getting (a place in) the womb or 
bondage. The termination means and this 
agency is in the context of bondage; hence the 
verb means ‘One who is an agent in getting a | 
place in the womb’. Hari plays the part of ani 
agent in according a place for in the womb j 
of the mother, or Hari has mastery over the! 
Jeevas in getting a place in the womb for them.j 
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Thus there is no objection in using these words 
9 ;? and 9W! with reference to Brahman, also 
is explained in the same manner as in the case 
of the other two. 

Now when is used verbally in a sentence 
then we can show its application to Brahman 
also,by etymological derivation and application of 
grammar rules; but is not there in verbal 
presence but it is implied in the statement. Then 
how to convert that lower implication into higher 
one, so as to suit its usage with reference to 
Brahman ¥ 

The statement referred to is 
here is inferred by presumption or Artha- 

patti- If atsuva is Brahman he will be subordinate 
to Puruaha. The ablative used is meaningless 
without its being aWT or Subordinate. 

This presumed should now be explained 
with reference to Brahman. The explanation is 
as follows:- The statement is 
Purusha is Superior to Avyakta. The meaning 
of the Ablative after is the limit or object 

compared with which Purusha is superior* 
So has not as it would inherit it or 
contain it, but as it would express mastery over 
it. Therefore there is no objection for presuming 
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,3|siwtC to b© the object of comparison with qr 
which is superior and hence it may also inhere 
inferiority. But when is used with reference 
to Brahman) that inferiority due to its being 
the object of comparison with the Superior 
Purusha is directly under the control of Brahman 
as in the cose of another real inferior object. 
Hence consistently you can use to connote 

Brahman* 

But this method of connotative iaterpreta- 
tion is archaic and out-moded. Words in Krit 
Tadhita and Samaea should be used in connota¬ 
tions warranted by usage only. Krit and Tadhita 
are used to show relationship of inherence or 
Support and not that of mastery or full control, 
in practice. Hence depending upon this out¬ 
moded method you cannot show the Samanvaya 
of all words in Brahman* 

Just SB Krit and Tadhita termination connote 
the relationship of Support or recipient primarily 
so also they connote primarily mastery or full 
control. The Sutra is interpreted as 

and shows recipient; So also 
it is said to be and 3i?tr shows mastery- 

Hence you cannot object to all words signifying 
the meaning of Brahman in the highest sense* 
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For just as common meaning is the primary 
meaning; so also this esoteric highest sense of 
words too viz Brahman^ is equally primary 
meaning. 

If on the other hand full control or freedom 
is not recognised as the reason for usage then 
you cannot justify the usage of snfl the king 
is victorious; For the King has not won victory; 
he is called ^victorious only because he has full 
control over those who have won victory for him. 
Hence we must recognise full mastery as a 
criterion of usage. 

You cannot even higgle about meaning being 
primairy, another meaning being secondary* Fo** 
there are no reasons to decide which one of these 
two is primary and which one secondary- 

Again frequency in usage is not the Cause of 
its being primary; because often words are used 
in Bf condary meaning. “ Bedsteads weep” is often 
used; still it is secondary in sense; while even when 
a word is newly used in its etymological meaning 
it is still primary; So all words are frequently 
used to connote things of the world? still that 
worldly meaning cannot be primary; while the 
esoteric meaning of all the words is strictly 
restricted to learned circle. Still that meaning 
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Sb primary* It is through Ignoranoe that people 
use words in their worldly sense; For people do 
not know that every word has the higher meaning 
of Brahma and that is the chief meaning* 

Now again if Mastery or liberty is the 
criteria of usage, as explained so far, when the 
servant is bound or when he dies let it be told 
that the king died or is bound. 

But such usage is not found, lienee mast¬ 
ery or liberty cannot be the Criterion of usage; 
ihis is the objection. 

A word is used in its meaning if the word 
possesses the reason for that usage 
As there is no such usage as therefore 

Liberty is not the reason for such usage* Now 
again which is predominant: usage or the property 
or reason, which determines the application or 
usage? First usage and then search for its reason? 
or First reason and following it the usage ? 

For this we must see whether the usage is 
primary and paramount. If it is secondary, 
usage follows the reason- If it-is primary, reason 
is but the group of properties; while in former 
oase it is only a part of that group. 

Baghavendra suggests a rule in conformity 
with all those observations to guide us through 
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these coinplioatioDs. That sense which is sign! 
fied by the word and in which the word is often 
used) is the most predominant of all the senses 
of the word. 

Now the context is only of the primary 
connotation. For the Interpretation of words like 
|i#, and 8C9i: is on hand; All these are applied 
to Souls or Jeevast Still in the highest sense they 
are applied to Brahman. So have only primary 
mode of interpretation; the relation is ‘mastery’ 
and not ‘in herence’ and hence ‘mastery is the 
chief reason for the usage’ 

While the Secondary interpretation is going 
on* the reason for usage is the connection of the 
primary meaning or the similarity with the 
primary meaning* Hence it is only a part of the 
properties that constitute the reason. 

Kaghavendra gives a very lucid and crystal 
clear explanation here, is used with refernce 
to ^ fu?:) Here is used in a secondry 

sense tbrave). But these is no usage like 
sti 9 ^: though is a legendary animal similar 
to fuig* So if the reason for usage is merely siml- 
garity with the primary meaning then 
would have been good usage* But such usage is 
not warranted by Grammar practice* So simj 
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larity with the primary meaning conBtitntee a 
part of. and not the whole of properties. 

In the same manner the word denotes 

the issue of (a cowherd) which constitutes 
the reason for ueage. For the eutre Wra 
enjoins the termination Hence the issue of 
is the property which constitutes the 
reason of the usage- If this is not so sftqqw migh t 
not be used in the same context with reference to 
the issue of The example of the word not 
being used to refer to 51133 illustrates this case. 
But these are no such in stances of sftqnsr not being 
.used in some oases of the issue of 3qq. Therefore 
the reason for the usage constitutes the property 
of the word. 

Now what is the source or origin of usage or 
mftq. Is it the inherent power in the word ? 
Or is it grammar which constitutes the origin to 
determine the inherent power? in the former case 
the charge that ‘king is bound’ shall have to be 
used) will no longer be undesirable. For the 
words ‘king is bound’ have the inherent verbal 
power to express the meaning of ‘king is bound’. 
The Second alternative also does not stand. 
For the whole problem is thrashed out thus by 
Jayateertha. 



We do admit that ‘mastery or control’ is the 
reason of tb*) usage. Then let there be the usage 
of ‘Kiog is bound’ when his servant is bound. 
Thera is no such usage; because there is some 
hindrance to such usage. A man who knows the 
art of interpretation entertains a doubt whether 
this usage is due to the fact that his servant is 
bound or the king himself is bound* As the pre 
requisites like completion of sense, compatibility 
and Juxta position are to be found in both the 
contexts the statement yields good meaning in 
both the contexts* Hence the doubt; and hence 
the absence of such usage- But this absence of 
usage does not necessitate ‘Mastery* to forfeit 
its claim to be the cause of this usage* For fear 
of doubt cannot stop usage being operated. 

Here Jayateerth gives an illustration from 
Grammar; and Ragh avendra explains that example 
This example is to illustrate the fact that mere fear 
of doubt will not deter the usage. To seek brevity 
of expression Panini has intelligently grouped 
the letters of the alphabet with a sign-letter at 
the end* For instance here ai'Jj means all 

letters between and inclusive of s! But in 
such grouping the final sign-letter is used twice 
(siaalso)* So means the group consisting of 
w, ?, ^ or with the in all letters of alphabet* 
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There is a sutra and there is the 

doubt whether am means only ain or all letters of 
alphabet. Mahabhasbyakar while elucidating this 
sutra of Panlni warns us that this fear of doubt 
does not invalidate the sutra; It leaves scope to 
the commentator to explain what aT«f means in a 
particular context; and the sutra proceeds to 
operate, without any deterrent. The commentator 
tells us that except in the Sutra in all 

other oases w should not be taken from the last 

Now Baghavendra rounds up the whole 
discussion in his masterly way. If ‘mastery’ is 
the reason of usage then let there be the usage of 
when really the servant is bound- There 
is no such sage- yet you cannot conclude that 
’mnetery’ is not, hence, the reason of usage. For 
there is another reason for the absence of usage- 
There is one hindrance for its usage. And when 

there is no such hindrance we find the usage of 55 
and others* 

Another thing, we must observe is that, when 
a ^5 or bad quality like 55 is predicated then 
only you press for ‘mastery’ to forfeit its claim of 
being the reason of usuage- Even when we show 
that the real reason for the absence of usage is 
some hindrance, if you press for mastery to lose 
its elam, then even when we attribute some good 
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quality like (victory) let there be no Buch usage as 
as ‘Mastery* according to your contention 
is not the reason for ueage. But there is such 
usage in the predication of good quality. 

Hence we conclude that the cause of absence 
of usage of is hindrance. And in the absence 
of this hindrence there is the usage of attributes 
being predicated only if they are good. 

Acharya, to come to the topic on hand, tells 
us that it is an undisputed opinion that ‘Mastery’ 
is the chief reason of usage when respectable 
persons are referred to? 

Now all words are made to apply to Vishnu 
in their highest reference. And the chief reason 
for this application or usage is ‘mastery’ we must 
bear in mind that Vishnu is immune from defects 
and that learned men of god*vision never doubt 
the absence of defects in Vishnu. Hence full 
mastery of Vishnu over all is the reason of the 
usage even in the case of words havaig bad senses* 
The words like g*^ ^ and others of the type 
are made to apply to Vishnu without vitiating 
his nature of immaculate purity* Vishnu is 
completely and constantly of holy and auspicious 
nature* Therefore all words of impure and unholy 
connotation for the reason of his full mastery over 
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all, may enter into him in the highest significance. 
But the worldly things being of mixed nature give 
scope for doubt whether 93 is used on account of 
the in the servant or master. But there is 
no such scope for doubt in the case of Vishnu 
as he is decidedly known to be or immune 
from all All words connoting defects 

raise him with ennobling merits when applied 
to him. Hence can be very well made to 
apply to Vishnu without the least hesitation* 

or the application of all words-both 
sacred and secular to Brahman is easily said, 
but it is very difficult to maintain it confronting 
all situations which are the drastic consequences 
of this commitment* There are statements in 
veda like ‘One desirous of heaven should 
perform the sacrifice of In spring and 

spring one should perform sacrifice* Now how: 
to interpret these statements so as to mean 
exlusively Brahman or Vishnu? 

The opponent means to say that this is not 
possible. For if at all such injnotions mean 
Brahma, it must be either the sense of words 
or the import of the sentence* It is not 
the import of the sentence* For the sentence is 
accepted to mean the desirability of the perfor- 
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manoe of Jyotiatoma Yaga. The other alternative 
of words yielding the sense of Brahma is also not 
possible. For the word signifies a sense either 
through the mode of oonvention (^fs) or derivation 
qlii. Interpretation by convention lands Brahman 
into the same category of insensible and 
destructible things like Jotlstoma. Besides a 
word like Vasanta cannot have two conventional 
meanings. Moreover what is the purpose of 
significance of these words to be Brahman by 
convention? The main purpose of is to 

prove that Brahman is full of auspicious qualities. 
Only derivation will reveal these qualities and 
not convention. Hence convention defeats the 
purpose, if thus you run to derivation, you are 
interpreting a word to mean Brahman through a 
lower mode of interpretation; For derivation is 
inferior to convention. Thus your ambition of 
interpreting the word through the main mode is 
defeated. 

Besides many more difficulties stand befoire 
us I in bewildering number and force. Both the 
stem-word and termination cannot have the same 
meaning of Brahma. The rituals will be baseless 
and so on and so forth. Hence the assertion that 
all words mean Brahman is unwarranted in¬ 
judicious, harmful and undesirable. 
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As a rejoinder to tLia objection, the sutrakara 
accepts that words yield the meaning of 
Brahma through the mode of derivation (utn). 
The word is derived from f^i which means 
‘born* and ‘that has entered into’. ‘All 
things born get entrance Into Hari who has the 
form suitable to impel us into activity. So he is 
u. This is or Brahman. 

This field of derivation is a fertile field 
for the crop of grammatical elucidation and 
Baghavendra finds himself in bis own element 
and makes a rich display of grammatical appfi.- 
cation and calls forth into service the whole 
range of grammar literature. We were very 
easily tempted to place before the reader the 
bumper Crop of Grammatical erudition; but the 
limitation of time and space does not permit us 
to have that pleasure. Most reluctantly we skip 
over it as it will not be of any interest to the 
general reader* 

Acharya begins this grammatical derivation 
and Jayateertha adds more details. But 
Kaghavendra gives an exhaustive application of 
grammatical rules marshalling them into service 
from the whole range of that literature? Some 
times he even goes to establish coheroncy and 



ooDBiatenoy lemoviog the apparent conflicts 
in different books on grammar. 

Thus all the hymns in the four vedas can be 
Interpreted to mean Brahma in the highest and 
chief mode of interpretation. All the words— 
whether nouns or adjectives or verbs or any part 
of speech can be derived to mean a noun in the 
vocative case. So that the whole veda is a prayer 
addressed to Paramatmam 

All words are derived; they are all in tho 
vocative case. Hence there is no scope for the 
verb to function with reference to which all other 
words in the sentence adjust their inflexion, when 
the words are derived these objects of action, 
instrument of action do not come into existence 
at all* therefore Samanvaya need not be charged 
with the offence of giving no scope to inflexions 
in enriching the meaning of sentences' For they 
are not existing at alh 

All words—letters that go to form them, and 
even the accents—have been derived to show 
different meanings which constitute the sense of 
innumerable qualities of Brahman* So the whole 
of Karma kanda has been shown to express the 
essential qualities of Brahman, and a Samanvaya 
has been successfully Instituted, through the 
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interpretations of words* Now even if samanvaya 
is sought through the import of the sentence; 
there is no harm. The objection that the rituali¬ 
stic functions will be baseless; For the very vedas 
which supjjort them are made to describe 
Brahman, is also answered- 

For the Karma tanda does not atop at 
describing the rituals which yield short lived and 
insignificant fruits, but they find their fulfilment 
in the acquisition of Knowledge of Brahman. 
There is an example which illustrates the truth 
of this statement. Even in this Karma Kanda 
there are sentences which describe tbe post of 
sacrifice i u«i i i and so 

c\ n cv ' 

on. Yupa Is made of Khadira tree. That post 
is cut and is polished. And these sentences have 
the purpose of proving the desirability of perfor¬ 
ming the sacrifice of Jyotistama. So also the 
whole of Karma Kanda describes the Kaunas 
or rituals for the sake of Knowledge of Brahman 
which we get when we interpret the same Karma 
Kanda by the method of Samanvaya. 

Samanvaya through the import of a sentence 
is prescribed for the Commonly man who is 
uninitiated. For these cannot get knowledge of 
Brahman through the difficult process of deriva- 
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tion of words* It is said in Veda ‘‘who knows the 
derivation of words in the Vedas The reply is 
(means) Brahma alone knotrs it. 

But this leads to another difficulty. How is 
it that one word gives two meanings even when 
used once? The answer is that oven a word once 
used is able to give two meanings through a 
technical process known as Tantra* If by repetion 
one word is to yield two nieaidn^s It must be 
warranted by an unequiv'oat e^/idence That 
evidence is of the type of presumption (arfum 
aiwih)- Brahma alone knows the derivative 
method of interptation of Veda’’ and in another 
“The syntactical relation is known to all” are the 
two evidences which are at daggers drawn unless 
they are reconciled as done above. The nature of 
logical conflict of these two Shruties necessitating 
reooncliation is the evidence known as 
presumption* 

Another difficulty is if such derivative method 
exclusively Known to Brahma is to be recognised 
as a method of interpretation, it is an artiflcial 
and not universal relationship between the word 
and its meaning and in the derivative ra« thod of 
interpretation that is the exclusive method known 
to Brahms, this uriversal relation is elbowed 
out of the way* 
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But thi8 objection is explftined thus : The 
relation between the ^ord and its meaning, though 
one man’s possession yet it is a thing eternally 
exis<-iag. And Brahma (creator) is initiated into 
it every time before creation by Vishnu. So it is 
not the creation of Brahma’s imagination but 
that which was existing but in a potential 
condition, has now become real. 

Besides the whole of the derivative method 
is only Known to Brahma (the creator); while a 
part is Known to Vamadev and many others. 
These words like and uu signify in the 

derivative sense Parabrahma who is the Immanent 
in them (aigUH: amqir). Thus the Knowledge of 
derivative method is wholly Known to Brahma 
(the creator) partially to Vamadeva and Surya 
still less to others through the grace of Vamadev 
and others. Hence the derivative method is not 
exclusive and personal but universal and imper¬ 
sonal. Thus the objection of exclusiveness in 
derivative method is waved out. 

In the coming Adhikarans the following 
types of words^ are shown to signify Brahman in 
the derivative sense. 1) words that come in 
conflict with the Sovereignty of Brahman. 2) 
words other than those that are already interpreted 
and those that would be interpreted 3) words 
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that connote plenty 4) words denoting things 
which are the effects of one and causes of another* 
5) words of fiminine gender and 6) words 
expressive of negation or absence. 

Baghavendra does not allow us to accept an 
unwarranted or unauthorised meaning of a 
compound word. So he gives dissolution of 
compounds and seeks conformity with the total 
meaning is the com¬ 

pound word. Here every word is supposed to be 

and then dietol ved as one Dwandva compound. 
Or feTtfe, '9, Dwandva 

and then siot affta ?Fa fandf^r —rTObJ^'- one f?t|. 

Whatever in the statement of Acharya ii 
found ambiguous Jayateertha explains: That 
there are Seven Adhikaranas in this Pads, is 
Known from Bhashya and the commentary on it* 
But Anuvyakhyana mentions only six topics as 
the subject-matter of Adhikaranas. 

Now Jayateerth fills up the gap by saying 
that ^ or all, includes the topic of Samakarshadhi 
karana. The purpose of that Adhlkarana is to 
remove the doubt raised by Jyotiradbikarana. 
This statement requires explanation and 
Baghaveudra is ready with that- In Jyotiradbi** 
karaua there is a sutra known as 

% 
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which shows that the mode of Convention 
which is estabiiabed after consulting the vedas, 
glossary of difficult words, and its explanatory 
commentry and grammar, denotes also a thing 
different from the high mode of derivation, Thus 
these two meanings are accepted and hence, 
inspite of the fact that all words are derived to 
show that Brahman is their sense, the rituals 
and sequence are not expelled and derivation 
also has not lost its pr 6 stige> 

But this is not [fair. For just as the word > 
sfis yields many meanings, through equally 
important modes of interpretation, so also all 
words shall have to signify both sacred and 
secular senses —Brahman and otherthings— 
through equally important modes of interpreta¬ 
tion- But this runs counter to what the Sutrakara 
has accepted. In 5 meaning or 

exclusiveness precludes the possibility of both the 
modes being of the same stature- The higher 
derivative and esoteric mode signified Brahman 
alone and not any other meaning- 

This is the objection on Jyotiradhikarana 
that it is not in the fitness of things to have 
admitted convention as the mode of inter¬ 
pretation in the case of other senses- The Sama- 
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KarshadhilcaraDa telJs us that or convention 
is'operating in both the interpretation of Brahma, 
Budhi is operatiog with greater intensity than in 
the interpretation of others. 

In Chandrika however it is argued that the 
fifth Adbikarana, like the second, refers to all 
words So the fifth need not have a separate 
argumentation from that of the second. Only 
the argumentations are different; hence there is 
the arrangement of a different Adhikarana. 

The topic of SamaKarshadhlkarana is the 
interpretation of a sentence. So long all words 
were interpreted to mean Brahman- Now the 
interpretational operation gets back from 
Brahman and through the interpretation of 
sentenses engages itself in other secular things; 
80 that the words deal in secular meanings- 

Now the question is whether this interpreta¬ 
tion of sentence is an accepted mode of inter- 
pretateoD of Badarayana- 

It ie argued that vedio knowledge is essential 
for realising Moksha. But interpretation of veda 
through the mode of derivation of words is 
beyond the reach of ordinary common men* 
Hence they develop an aversion towards Moksha? 
and cease to make an attempt for it. None but 



38 


a fool attempts to eat op the air exhaustively. 
8 utrakara himself condemns the indifference 
and aversion of these laymen towards Moksha; 
and substitutes for the difficult mode, an easy 
mode of interpretation of the import of the 
sentence^ Badarayana expresses his own opinion 
as the opinions of Jaimini and others* 

Here we see Vedavya’s generosity well 
attested. For the whole of the metaphysical 
Knowledge belongs to Vedavyasa# and Jaimini 
and others, are his devoted disciples specialising 
in some part of metaphysics. In his unlimited 
love of his disciple Vedavyaaa cherishes a desire 
that his disciples should become famous* Hence 
certain tenets apparently conflicting with each 
other; yet really consistent parts of the whole 
are associated with each one of them, though in 
their whole they all reconcile in the large meta- 
physicial conception of Vedavyasa. 

Now This Vakyanvaya is said to be of three 
kindst— 1) Acc' rding to Jaimini words naturally 
engaged in convening the meaning of Brahman 
are brought back to convey the meaning of 
things of the world in order that one should be 
detached from them (Karma, gods, sacrifice etc.) 
and be strongly attached to the Knowledge of 
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Brahman* 2) According to Asma-rathya the 
Vaidika w^ords convey the meaning of vorldly 
things in order that one may get the means of 
acquiring the Knowledge of Brahma. Karma 
performed leads to the Knowledge of Brahma* 
3) Kashakristna thinks that the world is embeded 
in Brahman. In order to realise that Brahman 
is the substratum for all, we must know all i* e. 
Karma gods and others 

But these three opinions are not conflicting. 
These three views are expressed so as to suit 
aspirants of different spiritual standards. The 
first is for the man of the lowest standard of 
realisation and second is for the middle class of 
people and the third is for the men of the highest 
realisation* 

So long all words through the mode of 
derivation are shown to convey (which is 

the highest mode of interpretation) the meaning 
of Brahman* In this context we naturally enter 
into the field of interpretation and recognise its 
different modes and their status iu the world of 
word-symbolism and their means and methods of 
interpretation. 

Formerly It was objected that if words do not 
signify other n eanings than Vishnu then all 



40 


oommuDlcation and performance of daily Karmas 
would be completely stopped. To this objection 
Badarayana replies that these other purposes of 
of verbal communication are recognised and 
conventionally words convey various other 
meanings also so as to suit the various purposes. 
Yet all words depending upon the strength of 
express statements mean Vishnu in conformity 
with the convention of various other meanings. 

But if the convention of various other mean¬ 
ings conflicts with the conveyance of the highest 
meaning of Paramatman, other meanings are 
rejected to those words to enable them to signify 
Paramatman with all their power of expressing 
highest sense. A clear verdict is given in the 
case of such semantic conflicts that the chief 
meaning of each word is Paramatman and on the 
basis of and at the sufterence of t his fact semantics 
deals with the various other meanings of words 

either through the mode of convention or deri¬ 
vation. 

Hence the mode of interpretation which 
signifies Paramatman in the case of all words is 
the highest chief mode; while in the case of other 
meanings it is only the chief mode of interpreta¬ 
tion, or Secondary or subordinate mode. Thus 
words have three modes of signification. 
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In case of secular interpretation of words 
we have modes t- 1) Derivation or yoga. 2) 
Convention or Rudht 3) Dprivation-cnm?- 
convention, yogs rudhi- In the same manner 
while interpreting words in the sacred sense of 
Hari we may have corresponding higher modes 
of interpretation as Maha yoga or Higher 
derivation Maha rudbi or higher convention and 
Mahayoga rudhi or higher derivation-cum^ 
convertioDs But Maharudhi is not recognised 
as an esoteric and higher mode of interpretation. 

For the convention of the learned is always 
through derivation. 

So now the higher derivation is that which 
connotes the unlimited quantity of the property 
of a thing which is the cause for the usage of 
the word to signify that thing, which possesses 
that property. This is one variety of Mahayoga. 
Another variety is that which connotes undisputed 
authority over that property of a thing which is 
the cause for the usage of the word to signify 
that thing which possesses that property. 

On the whole if along with the unlimited 
property that is the cause of the usage, there is 
also frequency of usuage, it is something 
additional to make it Mahayoga. Thus unlimited 
property with the frequency of usage is the cause 
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for the chief higher mode of interpretation. 
But this qualified condition is not accepted merely 
for the sake of establishing the chief higher 
mode of interpretation; but also for the sake of 
establishing a new joint mode of cooventian cum 
derivation* 

But this new mode- a hybrid of two modes 
yoga and Rudhi-should not be objected to on the 
ground that Yoga and Rudhi being different in 
nature cannot combine to form a new mode* 
For Yoga is the mode which interprets the 
different parts of the word; while Rudhi interprets 
the word as a whole* Hence the new mode cannot 
be a combination of such conflicting modes. 

This objection is not sound because in the 
interpretation of certain wor-^s we actually see 
these two conflicting modes operating conjointly 
to yield the meaning. , For instance in the inter¬ 
pretation of the word to mean lotus both 
Yoga and Rudhi are found operating. Part by 
Part ("Ttp and si) interpreting this word by the 
mode of yoga we arrive at the meaning ‘born in 
the mud’ But ‘born in the mud* may be an} thing* 
Even a frog may be ealled Then Rudhi 

comes to the help of Yoga and interprets 
the whole and it means Lotusness and 
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ihus limits to or lotus* Thus both the 
modes together harmoniously work through these 
two properties in qeusr as the two meanings of u'qq 
(salt and horse) have two different modes working 
without confliot* So both the effects are produced 
by joint co-operation of the two causes. It is no 
use going in for a new mode of interpretation. 
For it is a longer route to cover. 

Hence only at the end of Anandamayadhi- 
karana ic is stated that where there is frequency 
of usage there is convention or Rudhi and hence 
in this conoomitanoe is violated; For there 
is frequency of- usage yet there is no Sadhya or 
Rudhi- For there is Yoga Rudhi- But this 
violence or aqfu'unc Is avoided by stating that Yoga 
Rudhi is not a new mode of interpretation; but it 
is combination of Yoga and Rudhi. Hence in 
Pankaja there is Rudhi also; so there is no 
Vyabbichars. 

This togetherness of Yogs aod Rudhi is 
mutually dependent- Yoga independent of Rudhi 
cannot do any thing; Rudhi independent of 
Yoga is of no use. For Pankaja should express 
the meaning Padma or lotus, and ‘born in mud’ 
through the mode of (Derivation-cum oonveution) 
Yoga Rudhi. So, mere Rudhi without the help of 
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Yoga cannot express tbe meaning of ‘born in 
mud’- Hence Rudbi in collaboration with Yoga 
alone expresses the required meaning- In the 
same manner the word Narayana to be interpreted 
by Yoga Rudbi expresses the meaning of ‘Visbnu’ 
who is ‘the reoepticle of auspicious qualities’ 
which is derived from the component parts of the 
word. So if the word Narayana merely denotes 
Vishnu by convention ’i’t’ithout the help of deriva- 
tiou or Yoga which alone supplies the property of 
being receptiole of auspicious qualitiesj we do 
not get the required meaning. So we must accept 
Budhi accompanied with Yoga. So it is ultimately 
decided that this new or third mode is a combi¬ 
nation of the two that are mutually dependent- 

Now crops up the main question- “ How do 
all words connote Vishnu chiefly? Or what is the 
mode of intepretation which we should apply 
to all words in order that they connote Vishnu 
chiefly ? The answer is that all words must be 
interpreted through both the modes viz (1) Maha 
Yoga Rudhi and Maha Yoga- In the case of words 
like Narayana the mode of Maha yoga Rudbi is in 
operation. In the case of words like Indra only 
Maha yoga is in operation. For the convention of 
the learned has not been accepted in the case of 
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words like Indra* Besides the chief main mode 
of interpretation is in operation while conveying 
Vishnu-which means that in Vishnu there is 
unlimited advance of the property that is cause 
of verbal operation and also frequency of usage* 

Here arises a doubt* Why this extra ordinary 
mode of interpretation should be accepted in the 
case ©f words to convey the meaning of Vishnu? 
Why should not the ordinary modes be allowed 
to operate to convey the meaning of Vishnu ? To 
this the reply is that Maha yoga is a mode which 
needs unlimited causal property but has no 
frequency of usage. Bnt Maha yoga rudbi is that 
mode which collaborates with Maha yoga and yet 
conveys the integrated meaning (sn®® Thus 

you find some thing extraordinary in the modal 
operation while conveying Vishnu, quite distinct 
from common modal operation* In the ordinary 
operation of modes we do not find the necessity 
of the unlimited nature of the property that is 
the cause of usage. 

Raghavendra now goes from the sacred Mode 
of interpretation to secular mode of interpretation 
The chief mode of interpretation is that which 
depends upon the inherent (Shakti) power of the 
word* This chief mode is of three types : (l)Deri- 
vation convention and Derivation cum 
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coventiori (otu Yoga ib the derived meaning 
and hence it ia distinct from oonvenUon. This 
Yoga is a mode and mode is an interpretatory 
method This method of Yoga is 

called derivative because it interprets the word 
depending upon the inherent power not of the 
whole word but of its each component partt to 
convey the meaning instances of Krit Tadhita 
and samasa are given to illustrate derivation* 
Kumbhakara (f wr) is an instance of krit. 
is an instance of Tadhita and is an instance 

of samasa or compound. 

Ragbavendra shows how fviRU? is derived- 
( 5 ^ 5 fa) Kumbha is the pot which is the 
object or Karma- The root Kri (^) and the 
termination 3 t<Jt under goes vridhi and with the 
termination g becomes ansi Here 

before the word the termination si'll is added 
on the strength of the sutra Then the 

beginning ^ undergoes vridhi by ai'^i 3U%; and 
the ending ^ undergoes Guna and the case ending 
at the end of the part is dropped and with termi- 
nation 5 the form ia ready. Similarly 

is the dissolution and the case endiog after 
Tmij is dropped and with the termination g we 
have the form 71 ^ 3 ^: 
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But it is objected that this sort of deriva¬ 
tional interpretation is only for the purpose of 
understanding, otherwise these words also should 
be considered to belong to the category of con¬ 
vention in mode of interpretation- For the parts 
together convey nothing more nor less than what 
the whole mean In the primary way- This is borne 
out by the statement that ‘ All these words are 
conventional in meaning like the words Trees 
and others ’• 

But this objection is not sound. For there 
will be DO reason then if the meaning is changed 
by the removal and insertion of the parts- If 
Baja and Purusha denote one thing; in the place 
of Raja If Amatya is inserted it means another 
thing. 8o is the case with Kumbhakara- 

Now Acharya defines Rudhi or Convention. 
That mode of interpretation which depends only 
on the frequency of usage, being integral in nature 
is Rudhi or convention- The power which inheres 
in the integrated meaning is convention no doubt. 
But frequency of usage is its peculiar characteris¬ 
tic- The whole thing means that the mode, not 
depending upon the senses of component parts’ 
having similarity with primary sense and not 
relating to^primary sense is the convention- 
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So far the primary way of interpretation was 
considered, wbioJi was independent and direct in 
its connotation. Now the dependent ways of inter¬ 
pretation which are indirect in this denotation, 
I'ke Gaunee and Lakshana are considered. 

Gannee is subsidiary mode; while Lakshana 
is secondary. Now the subsidiary mode is that 
which is found when the word used in some other 
meaning than the primary one, depending up on 
the similarity etc; while the secondary mode 
depends upon the relation it bears to the primary 
meaning. 

‘Manavaka is a Sion’ is an instance of Gaunee 
mode of interpretation. Now primary meaning of 
the word lion iaXionness-’ By Gaunee Vritte ‘Lion 
means ‘Similar to Lion’. Thus that is subordinate 
mode of interpretation in which the primary 
meaning is not accepted but something other 
than it and similar to it is accepted 

Then the secondary mode also is taken up 
for discussion, as both of them come under 
one category namely dependent mode of inter¬ 
pretation* Here also something other than 
primary is accepted as meaning. But that is 
only related to the primary meaning. ‘The hut 
is in the Ganga’* ‘The primary meaning is the 
current of Ganga. The bank is connected with the 
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Current^ Bo Gahga Secondarily means ‘the bank 
of the Ganga’. 

In the definition of Gaunee "something other 
than primary” describes its nature but does not 
constitute its essentia! part* Baghavendra warns 
us not to be over-enthusiastic about alloting 
propriety to every word or phrase. In that strain 
some have said that even primary interpretation 
depends upon similarity. To distinguish Gaunee 
from primary “Some thing other than primary” 
is hence inserted in the definition of Gaunee, 

But this contention of some is not true. For 
similarity by mere existence does not constitute 
the course of primary interpretation- But simi¬ 
larity qualifies ‘Cowoeas’ to be the real cause of 
primary interpretation. By itself similarity has 
no part to play in primarj? interpretation. Other¬ 
wise just as in ‘Chaitra is a lion' the meaning is 
‘Chaitra is similra' to a lion' so also in ‘This is a 
cow’ (in primary interpretation) the meaning 
should have been ‘This is similar to a cow’- Hence 
in primary interpretation similarity plays no role 
in constituting a cause* But it makes cowness 
efficient to become a cause. Seeing a body like 
that of a cow one ‘ealls it a cow. because it has 
similar cownesi-. Hence in some books the 
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definition of Gaunee mode ia only the mode in 
whicli there is similarity to the primary meaning 
and ‘Something other than primary meaning’ Is 
not at all mentioned i 

Now- Lakshana or Secondary mode of 
interpretation is said to be a mode in which the 
meaning is settled to be something connected 
with primary moaning; while subordinate is that 
which is settled to be something similar to 
primary. Both these modes depend upon the 
inapplicability of primary meaning and have 
some definite purpose, in view. 

Thus Kavyaprakasha mentions three causes 
of secondary mode of interpretation : 1) one is 
inapplicability of primary meaning, 2) another is 
its connection and 3 ) the third is convention or 
purpose. The third is illustrated by two examples^ 
One is The bedsteads cry or weep. Here 

bedsteads conventionally mean ‘Children in the 
bed * by secondary mode of interpretation. But 
in »nno!i Ganga means the bank of the Ganga 
and Ganga is used in this secondary sense for 
the purpose showing nearness and holy nature 
in the or huts- That super-imposed (not 
natural) function of the word which expresses 
the non-~primary sense is called the secondary 
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mode of interpretation. This super-imposition 
of the funotion of the word, means the oonceal 
ment of the primary meaning and signifying 
gome other meaning* 

In the case of subordinate mode of inter¬ 
pretation if one agrees to the three requisite 
the second requisite» ccnnection with primary 
means similarity to the primary meaning* 

As shown above.convention cannot constitute 
a cause for d^'pendant interpretation* Hence 
convention is not included. Only three causes as 
inapplicability of primary sense, its oonnections 
and purpose constitute causes for dependent 
interpretation. 

Really speaking connection with the primary 
meaning is the real cause for secondary mode. 
The other two are to be rejected. First the 
inapplicability of primary meaning is ascertained 
only after the primary meaning is applied- Hence 
the inapplicability of primary meaning is not the 
cause for the function of a word to express the 
dependent meaning. But the knowledge of the 
inapplicability of the primary meaning is the 
ca- ^e of understanding the dependent meaning. 
Therefore the word, inorder to express the 
secondary meaning does not require the help of 
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tnapplioabiUty of primary meaniag> Nor does 
the user of the word require it for using it. But 
the knower needs the inapplicability of the 
primary meaning for knowing dependendent 
meaning. 

Purpose is said to be the second cause of 
secondary meaning. This too does not hold good* 
Purpose in no way plays its role in the function 
of the word to express the dependent meaning. 
The user and the knower both consult each other 
about the purpose of using the word in its 
dependent meaning while the independent mean¬ 
ing is at their disposal- 

Raghavendra now settles an order of prefe¬ 
rence among the different modes of interpretation- 
The original statement is “If there is the 
inapplicability of the primary or independent 
meaning, then there is the chance of the appli¬ 
cability of the dependent meaning- Now several 
modes are brought into play, clashing against each 
other- Hence an order of preference is to be settled. 
When the primary is not applicable dependent 
(Secondary or subordinate sia®n or should be 
applied. This has been interpreted as when the 
highest primary meaning is impossible ordinary 
primary should be accepted. When ordinary 
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primary is impossible then Subordinate or Gaunee 
should be accepted* When Gaunee is impossible 
Then Secondary or Laksbana should be accepted. 

This order of preference is entirely based 
upon a rational basis of nearness or poroximity 
and distance of meaning to the mode* For the 
highest primary is nearer to the Knowledge of 
meaning than the prime-ry. It is said Gaunee 
is nearer to the Knowledge of the meaning than 
Laksbana. Hence Laksbana is said to be the 
lowest mode possible. 

At this stage a simple objection is raised. 
In the expression uinqi tftu: the word u«iTaii without 
the help of any dependent Vrittiea or modei^j in 
the primary mode only, may be derived by certain 
rules of Grammar to mean in the direct 

mode of interpretation- So why should we go in 
for the dependent modes ? stands a Good 

example to illustrate-the truth of this statement- 
Just as this word by the application of certain 
rules of Grammar means a kind of fruit, so also 
unwl without using any secondary mod© of 
interpretation, merely by the application of rules 
of Grammar means ‘Pertaining to Gangab T.b[en 
why go in for this subordinate or secondary 
mode of interpretation ? 
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If BO by the primary mode of interpretation 
itself Ganga means both Ganga and its bank' 
As soon as the word is uttered both the meanings 
loom large in consciousness* Then there will be 
no succession as Is experienced* Frst one will be 
conscious of the primary meaning ‘Ganga’ then 
when it is found in-applicable ‘its bank’ will flash 
upon our mind* Hence the subordinate and 
secondary modes must be accepted in order to 
keep true to our own experience. 

Again between derivational mode and conv¬ 
entional mode the objector says convention is 
stronger than derivation in the interpretation of 
words* Hence it is argued that by derivation 
if you show particular word to convey the 
meaning of Paramatman that is not the Chief 
meaning of the word. 

The rejoinder to this question is that th® 
convention of the ignorant cannot be as strong 
as the derivation of the learned* Here it is the 
derivation of the learned that interprets the word 
to mean Paramatman. Hence yoga or derivation 
In the Case of Paramatman is stronger; besides 
it collaborated with the Convention of the learned 
also. For convention is nothing but frequent 
use and the learned are shown to make verba! 
references to Paramatman in the case of such 
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hymns as which are shown to refer to 

Paramatman through derivative explanation. 
Vedas corroborate the fact that all vedas sing 
the names of Vishnu. 

Thus it is proved that the import of the 
sentence and the meaning of the word refer to 
Parabrahma. When every syllahle and word is 
proved to refer to Vishnu what of the import of 
a sentence ! Badarayana expresses all this in the 
Sutra - 

But this is objected to in the next Anumanika 
Adhikarana, by others- For this Adbikarana is 
differently interpreted and construed by them- 
They say that this fourth Pada is devoted to the 
contradiction of the theory that Pradhana or 
Prakriti is expressible in word. If this were the 
topic of the 4th Pada of the First Adhyaya then 
this topic of the Pada runs counter to the general 
trend of the topic of the Adhyaya. There is 
consensus of opinion that the first Adhyaya is 
devoted to the topic that all words refer to Vishnu 
ia the highest mode of interpretation. This in- 
expressibility of word is not consistant with 
universality of reference of words to Vishnu- 

Therefore the contention of others that the 
topic of this fourth Pada is different from what 
has been stated is not logically sound- 
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In one of the follovs^mg Adhikaransts (Prakri- 
tjadhikarana) there is a Sutra ( ufain 

Others contend that this Adhikarana 
tells^us that Brahmau is the material cause of the 
world The context also requires this topic. For 
in the second Sutra it is asserted that Brahman 
is the Cause of the world- Naturally a doubt 
arises whether the cause is materia! and agential 
or merely agential- For Bhamatikara also keeps 
the alternatives in this manner. To show that 
Brahman is a material cause in addition to cause 
of agency others adduce a number of reasons- 
Of these one is the use of the ablative (ucfi 
fwfk UrfTbi Here uaj is iu the ablative ease; 

Others who quote this? explain the grammatical 
rule thus. That which is 

going to come into existence will have the 
material cause called Apadaaa {teohnioally)- The 
relationship of Apadana is shown by the ablative 
case. This is the interpretation of the sutra 
according to others* But commentaries like 
Vritti and Manjari say that the word in the 
rule means only cause in general and not any 
cause in particular (like material cause . Had it 
been so, the statement ‘Joy or delight is caused 
at (the arrival of) the son, would have been 
absurd- For sou cannot be the material cause 
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earth Ss the material cause of pot* 

Raghavendra is never tired of explaining 
rules of grammar. The compound is 

dissolved as sih: tfa?, as Genative Tat 

purusha* But the sutra does not allow it 

to be ufc3 or genative> Yet this prohibitary sutra 
is irregular in operation and hence Manjari has 
explained it as 

Really speaking Brahman is called Prakriti 
not because he is material cause but because he 
is immune from change or mutability. Brahman 
is immutable and continuously the same. There 
fore he is said to be the uncaused cause- To 
prove his immutability first mutability is shown 
to be of two types : Change in the substance or 
Change in the quality. ^Endless changelessness* 
is the negation of the first type and the second 
type Is negated by saying that he is continuously 
the same. 

Raghavendra cites positive examples of both 
the types of mutability. The instance of change 
in the substance is that of earth being changed 
into a pot- The instance for the second type of 
change in quality is the change of the green 
colour of the unripe jujube fruit into yellow or 
brown when ripe- 
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This fact of Brahman being chargeless is 
known from the sources of Shruti and Puranas* 

Change in Brabman is against reason^ Change 
is and The first type of 

change is that the substance remaining the same 
only one of the qualities undergoes change- The 
second is the change of the nature of the 
substance itself- Both these types are dependent 
on outside factors* Each one of the two is to be 
subdivided into change that is obliterated again 
(unstable) and change that remains to the end 
(stable). Thus there are four varieties in all- But 
in the original AnuVyakhana only two have been 
mentioned leaving the other t-wo to the imagina¬ 
tion of the reader- Otherwise if only two were 
meant Shri Madhva would have mentioned 
as the opposite of and not 

sfsusiTura- The instance quoted of milk turned 
into curds being an instance of 
would have been inoongruent with the alternative 
mentioned- All this goes [to prove that change 
is of four types 

Ismtu siwusnuar- In a gentenoe where division is 
mentioned of one thing into two exhaustive 
species, there must be opposition or mutual 
exclusiveness between the two; other wise the 
sentence is an absurd statement- 
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Besides all varieties of changes are to be 
rejected in Brahman Hence if only two varieties 
are mentioned the rejeotion of these two would 
be meant and the remaining two are easily 
suspected to be found in Brahman. 

We vehemently reject all sort of deformity 
in Brahman; because change in its wake brings 
dependence. Dependence again entails the 
existence of a thing other than Brahman which 
an anathema to Advaitin- If such an existence 
is accepted then Bi ahman’s dependence cannot 
be avoided- Hence Brahman cannot undergo 
change of his own accord- 

The Advaitin is obdurate and sticks to his 
argument inspite of logical discomfiture- He 
pleades that Brahman is to be apprehended 
through Shruti alone and hence no interference of 
inference or reasoning is tolerated in respect of 
apprehension of Brahman- He further strengthens 
bia point by saying that the monopoly of the 
Vedas as an instrument of the knowledge of 
Brahman is universally accepted by all Vaidikas- 

The claims of Revelation and Reasoning are 
moot points to be decided and clearly dectated- 
The claims of Reasoning to be the instrument of 
knowledge of Brahmans are summarily rejected* 
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Revelation or Shruti alone can deliver tbe goods. 
But if Shrutis themselves are not decided on a 
certain point of the contradicting statements, we 
do not find an all agreed import (in the caae of 
change in Brahman)* Hence Reasoning or 
inference can enter into the field of discussion 
about change in Brahma. Considering all these 
points it is concluded that Brahman does not 
undergoe any change in a generol sense. 

But there are certain Sutras like which 

apparently state that Brahman Is the material 
cause of the universe* Some like Ramanuja and 
others, accepted this apparent meaning in a hurry 
and are then faced by the stupendous difficulties 
BO long discussed* So they try to adjust their 
statement to the exegencies of the context and 
in a compromising spirit state that Prakriti is the 
efficient cause and it is the body of Brahman* 
Hence no objection can be raised against this 
modified statement. 

To this Shri Madhva replies that such a 
material cause is not a bit more than what a 
father is to the son— an agent cause, which we 
have already admitted in the case of Brahman. 
So though Brahman is the cause of creation he is 
not subjected to modification or change. 
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If further It is persisted that every father and 
mother and even the spider also undergo modifi- 
oatioD and hence Brahman cannot be free from 
change if accepted as cause (material) of the 
threads it produces out of its body. The meaning 
is it Is only the insentient part of the spider 
namely its body is the material cause of the 
threads and not the sentient Chetana. So also 
the body of Brahman which is Prakriti—it is not 
the original body of Brabran—^is the cause of the 
universe and not the Chetana Brahman and 
Chetana in both the cases does not undergo 
modih cation. 

Now the illustration may be made clear 
The Father is the cause of the son, means the 
food eaten by the father builds his body. This 
becomes the material cause of the building of 
the Son’s body. This we do not grudge at all; 
For in Mahapralaya Brahman swallows the whole 
work of which in its turn becomes the 
material Cause of the world and not Brahman* 
This is stated in the sutra 

Thus on the strength of the evidences of 
revealed vedas and the Puranas and Reasoning^ 
Brahman is Known to be immutable and 
unchangable. So he cannot be the material 
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Cause of the world- He can only be the agent 
cause. 

Hence it is concluded that the insentient can 
never be the product of the sentient; and the 
reverse also is true that the sentient equally can 
never be the product of insentient* 

Now it is objected that pots and such other 
things also are the products of Brahman* But 
pots are known to be insentient and yet the 
followers of Nyaya school accept these as products 
of Atm a, a chetana. But we admit that pleasure 
and pain are material in product; and they are 
the products not of Atma but of mind or Antah 
karana; and the followers of Nyaya accept 
this theory. 

Cause and effect are the same in nature. 
For no one finds that the curds, the effect of milk 
is different from that milk* Hence it is argued 
that the world is not caused by Brahman as it 
is seen distinctly different from Brahman, who 
is Omniscient* The attribute of omniscience 
averts the logical falacy of ‘Non existence of the 
reason or Hetu in Paksha. Brabma is different 
from the world because he is albknowing. And 
the vedas declare that Brahman is all knowing 
while the world is known to be 
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not the effect of Knowledge and hence it Is 
inferred that the world has no Knowledge* 
Hence one is different from the other* 

But in the Sutra H 5i5?ra the 

Purva Pakshin doubts that Brahman and the 
world being different from each other, cannot be 
related as (material) causa and effect* Then it is 
concluded that they are not unrelated though 
they are one and the same. For even things like 
hair and nail, quite different from sentient man 
grow from him* In the same manner from insen¬ 
tient oowdung come out scorpians and other 
insects* 

But this objection is baseless; for nails and 
hair grow out of physical body and not from 
sentient man % and scorpians get their physical 
bodies from insentient cowdung- Hence the rule 
that insentient objects are never the products of 
sentient beings stand good. 

j4gain it is objected that Brahman and the 
world are similar from the point of view of exi¬ 
stence ; for both exist and therefore they may 
have a causal relationship* But if identity is 
sought on such slender grounds for causality, 
then iron and gold shall have to be one ; for both 
of them exist; and existence is common to them 
both* 



But because gold is not found in iron, iron is 
not tbe product of gold. In the same manner’ 
because Brahman is not found to follow in the 
world, the world is not considered to be the pro¬ 
duct of Brahman; 

The Parinamavadins contend that the cause 
itself is modified into an effect. So that nature of 
the cause which is invariably found in it, is found 
in the effect. Otherwise the statement that the 
cause is modified into effect is meaningless. If the 
invariable nature of the cause does not descend 
into the effect you cannot assert that the cause 
has descended into the effect. The intrinsic nature 
of gold does not consist of mere existence. It is 
made up of some thing more than mere existence^ 
In the same manner the. nature of Brahman 
is not mere existence* But consists of bliss and 
knowledge. And this essential nature does not run 
into the world; and hence the world cannot be 
called the effect of Brahman* 

But curds which has discontinued the sweet¬ 
ness which is invariable nature of milk and yet 
is called the product of milk. Hence the world 
also not inhering bliss and Consciousness of 
Brahman can still be the effect of Brahman. 

If Adwaitin persists in his opinion, he shall 
have to abandon his principle of Satkarya vada, 
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which takes for granted continuity of cause even 
in the effect* Hence he will be forced to say that 
sourness in the curds is something which was not 
existing in milk* 

But if to save his theory from contradiction 
he accepts sweetness which is the nature of milk* 
in curds, he will be contradicting one’s experience. 
How to get rid of this contradiction ?' Or how to 
explain the absence of the nature of sweetness 
in curds ? 

Hence if Brahman is the material cause of 
the world merely on the slender ground of exis¬ 
tence as a point of similarity between Brahman 
and the world, we shall be reduced to the absurd 
position of declaring gold to be the material 
cause of iron or tin; for they have both existence 
as common quality between them. Thus this 
is only a contingent reduction to absurdity when 
illegitimate argument like the one above, is 
persisted; and not an accepted principle. 

To get over this logical impasse Brahman is 
accepted as having two forms : one is the form 
which is essentially infinite bliss and conscious— 
ness; and the other is ‘being’ in essence- Brahman 
in the form of bliss and consciousness is the instru¬ 
mental cause; while the same Brahman in the 
form of Being is the material cause of this world* 



Now that form op part of Brahmas which 
does not undergo Chang© is really our God or 
Iswara, or Brahman* Again if Brahman is the 
assembly of distinct qualities like) being? 
consciousness, and bliss, he cannot b© the 
material cause of this world. 

Three alternatives 8 rise out of the statement 
that Brahman is the material cause of the world* 
The first alternative is that the accepted meaning 
of Brahman to be the material cause of the world 
consisting of Being and consiouness and bliss, 
has only being under operation to produce the 
world* Honee the part of being alone, is the 
material cause. The second and the third 
alternative is that Being, which is substratum for 
qualities like numerical multiplicity, and contact 
is tne material cause* 

If on other hand it is argued that in the 
material cause namely Brahman or in the being 
which is the support for multiplicity and contact 
there are the powers of being the material caused 
and they are also found in Brahman; and hence 
Brahman is said to be the material cause of the 
world, the argument is not sound* 

For this is not possible; for powers that 
inhere in the material cause or in the support 
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of qualities are not found in the product or in 
the qualities- For the quality of being; an upadana 
cannot be found in upadeya; nor the quality of 

being ‘the Support of qualities’ can be found In 
the quality. 

Now Advaitin contends that the previous 
argument runs directly against the famous state 
ments in upanishads: aucumj sitffra: ‘Akasha or 

the sky is born of the soul’ and others^ 
Grammar lays down the ablative before the materia] 

cause- This is corroborated by the examples as 
‘From Cowdung Scorpions are born- 

But this contention is not reasonable- Fop 
the sutra ngfe: does not lay down the use 

of ablative. Even if it lays down the use of 

ablative, the ablauve is not used in the sense 
of material cause. 

Let the ablative be used in the sense of 
as laid down in grammar and means 

‘removal’ or coming out from a thing- And 
is a particular type of Hence Ablative 

may show the particular type of aiqiJR, Though 
from general %fe can not always go to one 
particular exactly- yet as the ablative is associated 
with (birth) even the general aiqi^jst too 
becomes limited to one of its variety 

So Panchami, that is ordained to show Apadana, 
shows Upadana- 
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But this contention is not sound* For a kind 
of grass, ie said to grow from horn whioli was said 
to be its material cause (Upadana). But really 
the grass only comes out of the horn and it is not 
material production of sbrioga or horn. (It is 
only its Apadana). 

For the Sutra quoted from Panint 
afrfh:) only means ‘that, which is said to be the 
material cause, out of which a certain thing 
comes is the thing called atnw?!? and is the 
cause for the thing produced, and is the meaning 
of that Ablative. 

The whole thing is clearly explained. The 
phenominan chosen is the growth of a kind of 
grass out of the hollow horn^ Some part of the 
horn is utilised as material for the growth of 
grass. Some other part of the horn is only used as 
a limit out of which the grass 'comes. If there 
were no part of the horn out of which the grass 
has Come, there would not have been the other 
part which is the material cause of the grass. 

But a bean is fplly utilised while sprouting 
out. No part remains there- Hence there would 
then be no ablative used. This objection 
is not true to fact* For the husk remains after the 
seed is used for sprouting, and that husk serves 
the purpose of or limit, out of which the 
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sprout comes- That is which justifies 

ablative. 

Even if ablative is used in the sense of 
Upadana* or material cause, the quotation 

wmRi > ( of whom all these beings are 
born) does not uphold the idea of Brahman being 
the material cause of the world. For UtT- ( of 
whom) has the termination which may have 
many other meanings than the material cause. 
Besides au is used in many other cases and it is 
not restricted to ablative only. Ablative is 
enjoined to convey the sense of manifestation* as 
in «im siH^fh) The Ganga is first seen in thQ 
Himalaya). 

Again Brahman is not the material cause of 
the world, undergoing change* For the world is 
seen difierent from Brahman. But this rule is 
violated in the instance of Shara and Shringa. 
For though Shringa is the material cause of 
Shara it is found different from Shringa. 

Really speaking there is no violation of the 
rule that the state of being the material cause 
entails difference between the two, For of Shara» 
Shringa is not the material cause; but it is only a 
limit out of which Shara grow8(Apadana Karana). 
Hence they are distinctly found, there is violation 
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of the rule. Because they are not related as 
material cause and effect; but Shringa is only 
something like a limit out of which the grass 
comess Shara is not without material causef 
a part of horn is turned into that grass. Another 
part remains unaffected only pushing forth grass 
out of its limits. This unaffected Shringa is the 
instance for Brahman being the unaffected cause 
of the world. 

Then the question arises as to how to explain 
the causal relationship between cow-dung and 
scorpians. Even there the oowdung is only the 
Apadana Karana i. e. the scorpions come out of 
cow-dung. Still a part of oowdung goes to form 
their bodies. 

So in establishing causality between these 
two> we must remember that the word scorpion 
conveys the idea of its physical body as well as 
its consciousoess or Chetana. In the production 
of the physical body, the oowdung in part is the 
material cause of its body and in part it is some 
thing out of which it emerges. While its Chetana 
is only manifested and insentient cowdimg is only 
an instrumental cause for this manifestation. 

Some of the evidences produced by the 
AdwaitSn are also denied. The Shruti 
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is quoted saying that ‘‘Brahman attains the 
stateof satya which is Viawa consisting of Murta or 
material or having form and Amurta incorporal 
or formless”* But the Shruti quoted above does 
not warfant this meaning* For the cosmos was 
created by Brahman before Brahman assumed 
the form of Satya. 

The real meaning of this Shruti is that before 
Brahman created the Viswa or world, these 
qualities aud wa are attributed to bim* It is 
not the world that becomes tfq and cuq* 

But the woi^ld inheres these qualities* For 
it is called and ctrq New because these 
qualities are found in Brahman, if Brahman is 
called nq and cuu, automatically Brahman gats 
the state of this world, inevitably. Yet because 
the qualities fru and which are different from 
the state of the world j belong to Brahman, 
Brahman is called uq because he is superior 
to all. He is called 5trq because he is all pervasive. 

Therefore Ramapati or Narayana who is 
immutable and unchangable and who is fully and 
perfectly free, is the only agent and instrument 
of all activities* He alone is decribed by words \ 
in feminine gender like RftfH and others* For he is 
the creator of the whole of creation, though he 
remains unaffected through out the process of 
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creation; His unlimited and full freedom enables 
Him to remain unaffected even when engaged in 
the stupendous task of cosmic creation. Hence 
Prakrit! and other such faminine words are fully 
significant in connoting Paramatman with un¬ 
equalled powers. 

words fulfil their function of connotation 
signifying Brahman alone; because he is able to 
assume innumerable forms from his essential form 
that he may enter into his created forms to 
actuate them into life substaining activities* 
So these oontioling and actuating forms of him 
are exhibited that he might Create this world of 
rich variety, and fulfil their life mission- 

In fjcmra Adwaitin contends that 

Brahman is both an agent or instrumental cause 
and material cause. The previous disoussion 
settles this question finally. For the example of 
a spider unequivcoally determines that Brahman 
is not the material cause. The spider is not the 
material out of which the threads are woven. 
It is the the food, the spider eats, that is used 
for producing threads. So also Brahman allows 
Prakrit! to turn into world forms, Keeping his 
essence unaffected. 
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Now the theory of illusion is refuted- Brah¬ 
man is said to be the material cause of the world- 
But the material cause does not undergo change. 
Brahman is only the locus (scfjfcsR) of the illusion 
of the world which is false and which is the 
production of nescience But this cannot 

be justified. Brahman cannot be the locus of 
the illusion of the world. The cause for this 
illusion is nescience or Avidys- one (Brahma) 
not foregoing his nature of knowledge, bliss 
and existence, appears (quite different from Its 
nature) false, manifold (as earth, water, fire and 
other elemental forms). This is called illusion 
or Vivarta- A rope keeping its ropeness appears 
as Snake quite different from its nature- This 
illusion is appearance without changing its reality, 
while in mutation or modification nature or 
reality itself is changed- So appearance or illusion 
does not run counter to Shruties stating, immu¬ 
tability or unohangeableness- The locus of this 
illusion or manifold appearance is called upadana 
or its material cause- 

Now this explanation does nob stand the 
test of verity or truth. The Adwaitias state that 
Ajnana is of two kinds; 1) Maya and 2) Avidya 
Maya misleads others while Avidya misleads that 
in which it rests- Some of the Adwaitins think 
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that Brahma himself under the influence of hie 
lAvidya appears to himself like the cosmos just 
ike dreams. But other Mayavadins think that 
Brahman is the original or Bimba and under the 
influence of Maya, Brahma himself consti¬ 
tutes the cause. While the souls individually 
are affected by Avidya. Still others think that 
Brahman himself reflected in Ne-scienoe -called 
Avidya constitutes the Cause for the oosmice 
creation- But the old school does not admit of 
reflection- Many more think that the souls 
themselves under the influence of Avidya see 
Brahma in the form of manifold world- 

This theory of world illusion is differently 
explained by different Advaitins. Disregarding 
all these inner details, the world illusion theory 
is made to melt down to two alternatives- If it 
is Brahman who suffers from this world illusion, 
he has forfeited his omniscience- For illusion 
pre-supposes ignorance which categorically dis¬ 
proves perfect and :;falfledged- Knowledge 
(omniscience) in Brahman. If this omniscience 
is not to be found in Brahman, it cannot be 
expected to be found in ordinary souls- In¬ 
sentient matter can never claim to possess know¬ 
ledge, much less all-knowledge Hence runs vedic 
statement “who is omniscient and all knowing” 
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and will be proved tojbe a hollow-statement. This 
absurdity if still persisted leads to ridiculous by 
silly nonsense. For Advaitin contends that even 
that all-knowledge is a product of Ignorance or 
nesciences But knowledge and ignorance are 
never compatible. They are the well known 
instances of incompatibility. If such incompa¬ 
tibility is {found between Knowledge and 
ignorance, erroneous Knowledge of silver in the 
shell will not be sublated by the real Knowledge 
of shell. 

If on the other hand (the second alternative) 
it is contended that the world illusion is enter¬ 
tained by the soul different from Brahman, then 
differrnoe between Brahman and Jiva will be 
eternal. For> one who is the Support of nescience 
cannot be the object of nescience- Hence the 
difference between Jeeva and Brahma tends to 
be natural and eternal. 

But it is again objected that only insentient 
and material world is illusary and appears to be 
so with the locus of Brahman- For soul or 
sentient being is real as its difference from 
Brahman is eternal. (This is not an alternative 
put forth by Mayavadin; yet in the contest of 
of the topic of world illusion, it is better to 
exhaust all alternatives). 
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The insentient world cannot entertain world 
Illusion* (Already it is proved that Brahman 
Cannot be the support of illusion nor can 
entertain such an illusion* Then the world other 
than sentient or Ohetana must have entertained 
this cosmic illusion) For that which is not 
embodied cannot know anything which had no 
senses. Therefore one shall have to admit that 
a thing, without senses, and without a body 
that is the support of senses, does not entertain 
any illusion* Hence they are real things; So not 
only the souls; but also things bereft of Senses 
are real and so the body also is real* 

Advaitin thinks that certain things without 
body and senses comprehend other things and 
still they are real* Bo the Advaitin may consist¬ 
ently contend that world may still continue to 
be illusory and unreal* 

But the direct and independent inword 
B^nse is called Sakshi* Advaitin has stated that 
this Sakshi, which is consciousness itself limited 
by the functionary form of Amtak karana or the 
unlimited and pure consciousness, comprehends 
such things as pleasure and pain or the shell 
silver. This Sakshi has no body and other senses^ 
Still they are considered as unreal. 



This argument of Advaitin does not stand 
the test of consistency* For by him Sakshi is 
not supposed to comprehend the mundane world- 
If the ordinary mundane world were to be cogn¬ 
ised by Sakshi then its erroneous Knowledge is 
coexisting with its Sound Knowledge also, which 
is impossible* 

Besides bodies and senses are produced by 
their own causes. Hence they are not unreal 
objects seen through erroneous knowledge. For 
the self is known as the seer and senses are his 
instruments in his comprehension and body is the 
support for those senses and they constitute the 
natural causes of the body and the senses. So 
these things solidly based upon varihed causes 
and serving real purpore in these bodily activities 
need not be taken as merely imaginary and 
unreal. And there is no more mundane world 
than the things named above, as the objects of 
senses also constitute real world supplying real 
objects to these real senses and sound body- 

The contention that the soul is the support 
of nescience also is condemned hereby- For it was 
told in Sudha that nescience can not find a 
support with the soul as would be dealt within 
the Prakriti Adhikaraua- Now in the Prakritl 
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Adhikaran it; is fully dealt with showing most 
irrevocable fallacies'in the arguments of Advaitin, 
For there is first the fallacy k?.*own as mutual 
dependence After logically proving and justify¬ 
ing the existence of Nescience, the 80-?l, depending 
upon its valid existence,'has a place under the sun 
warranted by evidences. And nescience has no 
footing till it is firmly'established in Jeeva or soul- 
This is an instance of mutual dependence* Still 
stronger and more subtle is the fallacy known as 
Chakrika or circular argumentation, 

When Nescience is proved to be really 
existing then the difference between the soul and 
Brahman is,proved* When this difference is proved 
to exist then play of nescience creates false 
relations like difference and Jeeva or soul 
conceived to be existing only under ,^the influence 
of Avidya comes to play his unreal role; and gives 
support to nescience. This is Chakraka or moving 
in a vicious circle- 

Thus Advaitin yields to the force of in fallible 
arguments and admits some sort of reality to the 
mundane world. 

V 

He called this «emperioal truth, which is 
considered competible with its illusory and unreal 



oature. So long it was proved that one whose truth 
is sublated oan not serve any purpose* Hence 
the Shruti also whose services are 

requisitioned to prove the unrea.1 nature of the 
cosmic creation, can not be accepted to prove the 
false nature of all without any restriction* Now 
it is agreed that unsublated truth alone qualifies 
a thing to serve some fruitful- purpose and that 
Shruti also is unsublated- With this supposition 
Advaitin mobilises his scattered truths to make a 
last effort to give a crushing defeat to the realists* 

So phenominal existence though illusory has 
some relative truth called emperical truth 
m^.) Therefore the Shruti coming under 
the catagory of mundane existence has this 
relative truth* Hence it has the power to yield 
some sensible meaning and to establish the 
illusory nature of this world- 

But all this is only a figment of a (fevered 
brain Advaitins can not declare openly that the 
mundane world is phenominal in the nature of 
truth. Fop emperical truth is only co-extensive 
with uncontradicted nature of truth* Hence if 
the Advaitin accepts phinominality of the 
existence he must be ready also to accept its 
infallabilityt If that is accepted the Shruti 



is thrown over board. Because it is 
the serious contention of Advaiti that the Shruti 
quoted before, would prove worldly existence not 
to be real. 

So the argument is in the form of undesirable 
imposition (sfFfliwwi???) of some truth. If the 
mundane existence is accepted as uncontradicted 
truth) the Shruti is thrown over board 

though it has been hugged to the bosom so long* 
For Advaitin has agreed that the said Shruti 
clearly states, that the mundane world has only 
emperioal reality and not tranosendental reality. 

But there is no invariable concomitance 
between usefulness or pragmatic utility and Its 
infallible nature. That which is irrefutable in its 
truth is found pragmatically useful. Advaitin 
maintains that even things of refutable truth like 
the shell-silver which is the object of illusion 
serves the purpose of some sort of dealing like 
rememberence or recognition and verbal use. 

But mere use of a thing in words is no 
pragmatic utility. No one has prepared bangle 
and other things out of illusory silver percieved 
in a piece of conch-shell. But here we mean by 
utility some pragmatic use or utilization of a 
thing and not mere verbal use of it* 
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Hence the rule is confirmed that a thing to 
be utilized for some practical purpose is required 
to be irrefutably real* But the Advaitin can not 
acquiesce in the irrefutably true nature of the 
world. For the world is going to be sublated by 
the realization of oneness of Brahman, in his 
philosophy. 

To this the Advaitin objects on the ground 
that dream is false and yetjit causes real discharge 
of cemen at the end of sexual intercourse with a 
lady in a dream^ Hence even false dreams fulfil 
the purpose of sexual pleasure causing real sexual 
satisfaction at the end- Hence it is not necessary 
to tag (serving real purpose) to 

(unoontradicted reality)* 

But this is a specious argument as dereams 
are not Tfalse but real to the realist Madhva* 
Because dreams are products of mental impressions 
left on the mind by experience- Madhva closely 
follows Sutrakara who avowedly declares the 
reality of dream-creations* No doubi> in some 
books dreams are said to be illusory and false. For 
the thing and animal seen in dreamland ere real; 
and yet they belong to the dreamland. To 
identify them with the things and persons of the 
wakeful world is erroneous. For they are proved 
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false when we wake up. So what is false in dream 
is the dreamer’s identity with a wakeful man^ 
identity of dream things with wakeful thihga or 
thinking of dream-things as produced by things 
of the outsid e world. 

Shri Raghavendra notes a sublte distinction 
here. The things of dream are considered real 
not because their causes could be traced, but 
because they are not contradicted. Besides Hari 
Himself is the creator of the dreams out of real 
mental impressions. This is the opinion of 
Badarayan the composer of Brahmasutraa. 

Just as there is some cause for the production 
of dreams so also it may be conceived that for the 
Idea of identity with outside things also there 
may be some cause- Hence along with dream 
objects, their identity with outside things also 
might be real and not illusory. In order to avert 
such undesirable impositions, it is said (as stated 
above) that the reality of a thing or entity 
depends upon its uocontradioted nature. Dream 
objects are not contradicted and hence they are 
real and their identity with outside things is 
contradicted in wakeful state and hence it is 
unreal. 

That even the illusion of a snake in a rope 
though unreal produces real fear and trembling* 
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is not an instance to break the rule of absence of 
contradiction as precondition for causal efficiency 
For here also the unoontradicted 
and hence real cognition of the illusion is the 
cause of fear and trembling. That knowledge of 
snake illusion always states that his knowledge 
of snake illusion is a real experience. 

Baghavendra here enters into a discussion 
which needs olose knowledge of psychological 
operations like cognition and its function- Here 
one analyses this experince of fear and knows it to 
be from the cognition of snake. Is it mere cognition 
that creates fear or is it the cognition qualified by 
its object that creates fear? Is it is unqualified 
congition that creates fear then let the cognition 
of pot also like the cognition of snake create fear. 
If it is qualified cognition that creates fear then 
let even the cognition of rope also, as the 
cognition of snake create fear- 

Some one tries to explain away this difficulty 
by stating that cognitions, like pot cognition and 
snake cognition, are distinguished one from the 
other by the qualifying objects like pot and snake. 
Thus they serve to distinguish one cognition from 
the other by their respective association with 
cognition. 
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But this is unacoeptable; for snake and pot 
help their respective cognitions to be different 
from each other* This quality of distinguishing 
one from other Is not producing cognition appre¬ 
hending difference. But it is becoming an objeot 
of cognition which produes another cognition 
apprehending dilFerence from others* This expla¬ 
nation does not lead us further than the former 
difficulty. So, we must agree that it is not mere 
object which distinguishes the associated^cognition 
from another cognition. But rather it is some 
quality in the cognition apart from its object which 

distinguishes one from the other cognition. 
Otherwise if this function of distinguishing one 

cognition from another is tagged on to the object, 
the objection that false snake entering into real 
activity stands unsolved. So we recognise some 
intrinsic quality of cognition which distinguishes 
one cognition, from other. That is the quality of 

reality in cognition, which distinguishes it from 
other cognitions* 

Now all this explanation is true only so far 
as Cognition of real snake is concerned. But 
we are now discussing cognition of a false Snake 

in a rope. The causal efficiency in cognition 
cannot be defended in a cognition which has no 

intrinsic quality of its own, but only depends 
ux>on entirely on its object* That special quality 



85 


which inheres in cognition is produced by real 
causal materials in cognition of a real snake, and 
by unreal causal materials in the cognition of a 
false snake* But that is immaterial* 

Thus we come to a valid conclusion that 
where the Causal efficiency is ascertained it is 
not unreal; and where there is unreality or 
illusion there is no causal efficiency* Thus we 
find a general invariable concomitance which 
suffers from no break or Violation. 

Advaitin still unvanquished yet fully dis- 
oomfitted pushes forth an objection. He say® 
that causal efficiency pertaining to Brahman i® 
not intrisic but It is extraneous. For it is found 
in him due to the contact of Maya- This Causal 
efficiency of Brahman must have been observed. 
For the definition of Brahman includes that 
causal effloiency. The next question is how is it 
observed- For Perception and inference are 
found ineffeoient in this respect* Therefore only 
Shruti must have come forward to tell us about 
Brohman’s efficiency in creation and other acti¬ 
vities, it must be real and not false. For shruti 
gives us Valid Knowledge when it is not contra¬ 
dicted by other instruments of Knowledge. 

Brahman’s activity whether natural or 
extraneous if waranted by Shruti is accepted as 



86 


valid when not contradicted. For ehruti is 
endowed with Self-validity; and does not wait 
for verification, for its validity, If Shruti depends 
upon other evidences |for its validity, other 
evidences require still more evidences to prove 
their validity ending In endless regress- 

Some Shruti denies Brahman this capacity of 
causal efficiency no doubt. But if we rely upon 
this Shruti'we shall have to deny the validity of 
other Shruties which state that Brahman is the 
creator of this world. For invalidity is nothing 
more than the falsity of a thing propounded- All 
this forces us to reject all evidences which deny 
causal efificienoy to Brahman. Thus it is irrefu" 
tably proved that a thing of disproved veraoiiy 
can not claim causal efficiency- 

Now Advaitin comes to concede that un- 
Sublated thing alone can have causal efficiency 
and that the world also is unsublated- He fsays 
that the world is not absolutely unsublated* 
but it is so before the realisation of the idenuty 
of soul and Brahman. Therefore Shruti al80> 
included in the world, has relative existence and 
hence gets the capacity to become an instrument* 

But there is no compromise in truth. 
Bhidhanti never comes to an agreement on the 
topic of relative existence of the world in genera[ 
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and of the Shruti in particular. For an evidence 
relatively true can, prove nothing. This has been 
sufficiently thrashed out before- The statement 
that conveys the falsity of the world must itself 
be false. For the meaning of the Shruti 

that the world is false is'not Brahman or his 
nature; and hence that meaning or sense being 
conditioned must be proved false at the last 
stage. Thus the Shruti that conveys the meaning 
which is ultimately going to be sublated is false 
and can not be an evidence. 

Then Sidhanti gives him a crushing blow. 
The Advaitin oalmly replies that he has never 
accepted a real thing or evidence to have the 
capacity of proving any thing. When Shidhanti 
reminds him of his having accepted Sakshi as 
a direct observant of things; and Sakshi is reab 
Advaiti contends that Sakshi is some how 
considered as an instrument of knowledge in 
cognising pleasure and pain. But it can not 
aspire to pereive and cognise the world. For the 
world when peroieved becomes the object of 
knowledge which is the modification of changing 
mind through the senses. If it is accepted 

as being direclty grasped by Sakshi without the 
help of sense-contact, even the blind, the deaf, 
who have no senses but Satshi would be 
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at par in grasping the world with personB gifted 
with 8eoses> Hence the Advaltin has denied all 
phenomena of cognition with instruments of 
knowledge* When necessary he rehectantly 
aoodpts the system of percption as accepted by 
others. Hence he grumbles when certain system 
of perception which he has not accepted is made 
the target of criticism. Hence the Sidhani can 
not in all fairness arraign him before the bar of 
world opinion- 

To this objection Sldhanti corners him by 
putting him on the horns of dilemma. If he haa 
accepted any thing, so far so good; if he has not 
accepted any thing; he has also not accepted 
that he has not accepted anything- Hence he 
will be forced to be dumb and silent at any 
aoousation Such disabled and disqualified person 
can not enter into polemic discussion- 
Advaitin, in all solemnity, declares that he does 
not dabble with philosophy by entering into 
polemic quibbling- Rather be we would confide 
in Brahman, immutable and infinite bliss of all 
consciouness unmarred by attributes and activities 
of any kind. And he would argue with those who 
vainly contend with others hurling their missiles 
of dialectic arguments with the hollow pretension 
of determining the nature of Reality, and 
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admonish them that it is not philosophically wise 
to confute and refute others who do not like to 
enter into the rings of polemical dispute. 

But all this is on the part of Advaitin a 
futile attempt to hide hia weakness in system 
building. If he were to teach us philosophical 
wisdom he must prove to us the hollowness of 
our thought-process. For this he shall have to 
adopt a logical course of reasoning adopting a 
system of proofs. Hence a basic system of correct 
logical process which warrants a right conclusion 
must be adopted. Hence it is a vain attempt to 
seek protection behind philosophical non-inter¬ 
ference and logical non-violences 

When cornered thus Advaitin obdurately 
contends that he would fight in the dialeetioal 
duel with the weapons borrowed from his 
opponent’s polemical system. In order to prove 
the illogical nature of our thought process, he 
must have understood the contention of the 
opponent in order to contradict him* Some times 
in logical disputes in which the only aim of one 
is to snub the other no understanding is essential. 
But the Advaitin cannot avoid his disciples to 
whom he shall have to be honest and sincere and 
keep up his philosophical integrity. For all this 
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a valid thought process of his own with the 
TamificatioD of Proofs and rules of thought i® 
quiet essential-^ No system is built discarding 
the thought process of its own- So the Advaitin 
who has no accepted thought process of his own 
is only trying to fool others by his naive indiff¬ 
erence to Systematic argumentation by playing 
a blind man's buff. 

Instruments of Knowledge are accepted to 
procure validity of Knowledge- Valid knowledge 
is the aim of all philosophical investigationi 
That which is grasped in valid knowledge is the 
thing to be realised- So there is nothing dero- 
gatary in accepting some epistemological system 
in which instruments of Knowledge and their 
validity is accepted- Hence Advaitin cannot 
avoid the truth or otherwise of instruments of 
knowledge. And once mundane and manifold 
existence is accepted as illusory he cannot but 
have false instruments of knowledge which do 
not yield any valid knowledge. Hence it is clear 
that the Advaitin enters into a metaphysical 
blind alley; so he will not be able to prove the 
illusory nature of the world. It is not now 
necessary to accept the theory that on the locus 
of Brahman the world appears as an illusion just 
as silver appears on the locus of Conch shell- 
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Now begins the'interpretation of Veda which 
proves the truth of the existence of the world* 
Shri Raghavendra quotes Shrutie as suggested in 
Annvyakhyana. ff55 aihfifa 

9 r?t qif. This and other Shrutis prove the; reality 
of the world in clear terms. 

But the Advaitin says that the statements in 
Shruti intend to convey only relative existence 
of the world; or they do not intend to stress 
the reality of the world. Hence they cannot 
prove the ultimate reality of the world* 

This is not fair- For there is no reason to 
restrict or to suppress the meaning of or real 
in the shruti- Advaitin says that the knowledge 
of the absolute reality of the world does not 
conduce to the realisation of higher values in life- 
like ml or or or Then it is 

possible that the Knowledge of the ultimate 
reality of the world is not a cause of the 
realisation of Moksha* Or parhaps it directly 
contradicts the path of Moksha. To the first the 
reply is that the Knowledge of the greatness of 
Paramatman suggested by being the creator of 
the real world is the direct cause to the realisation 
of Moksha- To the second the reply is in the 
form of an argument which affects the opponent 
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in the same manner* For the Purnshartha 
comprises the realisation of unity or identity 
(of the spirit) which can be realised by the 
Knowledge of Atma who has no ''second (world)* 
Hence the Knowledge of the real world runs 
counter to this realization. 

If the Advaitin argues like this, then in the 
same manner the Knowledge of the real Brahman 
tuns counter to the realisation of Moksha 
(Bandhas) in the form of attainment of Shunya 
through meditation of Shunya* 

Besides Sakshi perceives not only internal 
pleasure and pain; but external u*!?! sky and 
other things- 

Evidences from Sacred text and inferential 
arguments were marshalled to prove the reality 
of the world* Now the Services of Perception 
also are requisitioned* In Jijnasadbikarana 
already the unfailing instrumentality of the in¬ 
ward eye or Sakshi in the context of experience 
of pleasure and pain was declared to be essential. 
Pleasure and pain are inward things; out ward 
things also like the sky and direction like the 
East are apprehended by sakshi. 

Now it is said that Perception is of two 
kinds 1) one is physical and another is 2) 
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Spiritual and is of the essence of soul* The 
physical senses are contacted with outward things 
and this Sakshi (directly perceiving) can grasp 
inward things like pleasure and pain> But sakshi 
has access to outward things also. For when 
physical senses apprehend out ward physical 
objects the validity of such apprehension and 
through it the reality of those things apprehended, 
both inward and outward, are grasped by Sakshi. 

Some say that the sky is visible to the eye; 
because they see it after they see with their eyes 
a bird flying in the sky- But the sky has no 
quality in it required to be visible to the eyes* 
For visibility requires grossness, (and not subtle 
like atom) along with manifest form, which is 
not found in the sky* First sakshi apprehends 
the sky then it comes in contact with something 
visible and hence* the sky also is said to be 
visible to the eye* Fragrance of the sandle wood 
is Known through the nose; yet when we see 
a piece of Sandle wood we Know the fragrance 
also; so we say fragrance was visible though it 
was smelt with the nose. 

Others say that the perception of the sky is 
really the perception of a portion of light to which 
the sky is the abode* this idea too is not correct* 
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This ie the theory *of Tarkikae- The whole is 
percieved as residing in the Part. But this is not 
usual. For no one gets the idea of a body seeing 
only hand, a part of it- Besides we cannot have 
such perceptions as “No light here, but a 
(a molecule c f three couples of atoms) of light. 
For this triad is made up of three molecules, each 
of two atoms'. Here where there is the perception 
of light, there cannot be the perception of the 
absence of light; In the part of light, the 
absence of the whole of light is not to be found as 
the whole itself is found in it (according to their 
theory) In the same manner the molecule of two 
atoms (invisible) being the part of the group of 
three atoms is referred to as “here” and it is part 
and the triad is found in it; So the perception of 
its absence is not possible. Thus these two 
perceptions are not possible. Hence the theory 
is untenable- 

But if the group of two atoms is invisible, 
it may be perceived by other senses. Thus the 
two perceptions may be maintained valid. Then 
why not say that the perception ‘here the bird is 
flying* cognises the sky? Thereby popular experi., 
ence also is explained. 

Still it is maintained that the sky is cognised 
by inference. But the inferential sign or the 
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syllogistic reason is not to be found? Without 
this no inference is possible* Hence it is said 
that the sky is cognised by sakshi* 

The protagonist of the theory of inference puts 
his cards on the table, with a clear analysis of the 
cognition of the sky* Raghavendra presents his 
theory in an acceptable form. His method is a 
-general inference and then by elimination theory 
arrives at the particular conclusion of the sky 
being cognised by inference. By disproving this 
theory, the theory of cognition or perception by 
Sakshi is confirmed* 

The following is the process of logical 
inference to prove that the sky is inferable* 
Sound is recognised as the charaoteristio quality 
of the sky. Now this sound is perceptible and 
it is the characteristic quality; because “it is a 
universal (srifa) being cognisible by perception to 
one ordinary physical sense of common men”. 

Raghavendra now gives a logical justification 
for the use of every word in the hetu (beginning 
from because). This is the reason (|§) to prove 
that Sound is the characteristic quality. 

If a property satisfies all conditions mentioned 
In the Hetu, then only it is raised to the status of 
<a quality* in its technical sense. Mere 
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cognisibility is too broad and includes the sky 
that is ‘ not qualityHenoe‘by perception’ is 
added. Now the sky is not oognisible by percep. 
tion- Hence it is not quality. But cognisible by 
perception or perceptibility is to be found in pots 
and pans. But they are not qualities. To,“remove 
this violation of concomitonce of Hetu and 
Sadhya. we add ‘one’ (sense) to fcongisibility. 
Now pots and pans are not oognisible with one 
sense. Hence it does not matter if they are not 
♦quality’. But the soul is cognisible with one 
sense; yet it is not ‘guna’. It must be cognisible 
to one physical sense. Soul is not accessible to 
physical sense- Adepts in Yoga apprehend Atma 
and the sky with their physical senses also. There 
fore the cognition is of an ordinary man and not 
an extra-ordinary Yogi. 

Thus when sound is proved to be a quality it 
must accept some substance for its resting place. 
A genaral substance is proved in which sound 
inheres- 

Now the principle of elemination operates. 
This substance is not one of the four tangible 
substances; because sound is not the peculiar 
quality of a substance perceptible by touch 
Because it is perceptible and it is not born of a 
causal quality. A causal quality is that which is 
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produced by the quality that inheres is in the 
material cause. For instance the or form of 
pot is produced by the of earth or (Two 
halves of the pot) which is the material cause of 
pot. Hence is but sis? is a quality 

not produced by its prototype in the material 
cause. 

Then the discussion enters into technical 
details of Nyaya theory of Characteristic quality 
and substance. Shri Kaghavendra also 
enthusiastically explains that theory in all its 
details For fear of tiring out the patience of the 
general reader, I skip over that portion and 
follow the general trend of thought- 

Thus the Tarkika corns to the conclusion 
that the sky is known through inference. An 
inference is based upon the invariable concomi¬ 
tance of |g and UTSJI- To those who are ignorant 
of this general Vyapti, the sky will not be known. 
The born dumb or deaf who do not know this 
invariable concomitance, having no facilities to 
infer the sky will have no idea of the sky- And 
hence they have no perception like “here there is 
no light*. 

So long it was shoirn how the cognition of 
that Akasha which has the characteristic quality 
of sound and which is popularly known as sky 
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cannot be explained. Now it is going to be 
proved that the conception of general sky cannot 
be proved to be the result of Inference. 

The word is ambiguous In meaning. Is it 
in the form of 1 tters or indistinct sound ? The 
first is not required here; because sound in the 
form cf letters is Fi 0 quality. If on the strength 
of the inference already stated you are going to 
prove that it is quality, then Atma is cognised 
by one sense and so also the letters which are 
‘ substance * yet they are perceptible by physical 
senses- So the leads us to a substance: and 
not to quality. Hence it serves no purpose* 

Against this objection is argued that if sound 
or is substance and not quality It may not be 
cognised by the physical senses. For a substance 
without parts is not perceptible by physical 
senses. But this is not cogent argument; For if 
partless substance like Atma is considered fit to 
be perceptible by senses why should this not be 
perceptible by physical senses ? 

Now the second alternative Is to be 
indistinct sound; then it is easy to prove that it 
has some general substance to resort to* But no 
particular sky is proved. If 5155 is some sound 
it fits in, to be the quality of earth also. 
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Now there are two ’theories regarding trans¬ 
formation in an earthen pot when burnt in the 
Kiln. One theory Is that when fire burns the pot, 
there is activity in the atoms or parts and the 
contact of a Part and a part is destroyed and then 
the whole is destroyed! Then the activity in the 
atoms regenerates contact between them and 
right from twin atoms to the last formation of 
group, the whole is revived. And a burnt pot 
comes into existence in the place of unburnt pot. 
This is the theory known as Peelupakavada-' The 
other theory is Pifcharapakavada. This theory 
does not recognise the distruotlon of the pot, 
nor of the form- Yet another form comes Into 
existence- Both these theories are accepted by 
the Tarkikas. Now take Pilupakvada; and you find 
transformation of form due to contact with fire. 
But in Pitharapakavada you find in the or 
form of the pot, the whole of the |§ intact- For 
it is perceptible to the eye and it is not a product 
of the in the earth or As the is 

changed, though the pot is there, it is not 
lasting as long as the substanoe lasts- Yet the 
sadhya—(5T is not there; because the 

of the pot is the of tangible substances 

like pot. So concomitance is violated- 

Thus the discussion enters into the labyrinth 
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of subtleties of thought) and niceties of express¬ 
ion, for which logicians have earned notoriety 
The Sidhantin at last concedes his point that the 
existence of the sky having the oharaoteristio 
quality of sound is proved by inference. Yet the 
unmanifest or the elementary sky is cognised 
only by Sakshi or internal eye. No other instru¬ 
ment proves the existence of this kind of sky. 
The two kinds of Akasha are fully treated in 
This elemental sky when divided is 
called ‘directions’; and these are not different 
substances, and they will be treated in their 
respective places* 

Even if Sakshi is agreed to apprehend the 
sky and others, still they cannot be recognised as 
being not contradicted in the past or present or 
future or as being real* For even oonoh-shell' 
silver though visible (for some time) is found 
Bublated later on. 

So Shri Madhva says that, that which is 
cognised by sakshi is never sublated. For sakshi 
is eternally certified to be immune from any sort 
of blemish or defects 

Here you may appreciate Eaghavendra’s 
skill of supplying synonyms or explanations for 
words used in the text. ‘As a general rule 
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knowledge carries its own validity’, *As a general 
rule’ means “As a result of intrinsic power in the 
cause*** Validity of knowledge is born out of the 
same source of as that of knowledge itself* It has 
power to produce validity by its inborn power* No 
extraneous factor is necessary to produce-validity 
The whole theory of self-validity is epitomised 
In the explanation of one word as a general 

rule*. 

In the same manner is explained as 

‘(Invalidity is born out of the power of the 
defects which is transferred to the sources of 
knowledge* Here is also the theory of extraneous 
Invalidity stsnmoq 

Thus validity is generally carried with 
knowledge and invalidity creeps into it due to 
defects from outside overpowexing the sources 
of knowledge* If invalidity also is natural with 
sakshi then even in the State af Mukti, the soul 
or Sakshi which is eternal shall have to suffer 
from erroneous knowledge* 

Now the validity of Sakshi as an instrument 
of Knowledge is apprehended by sakshi itself. 
Sakshi also cognises that the sky and others are 
never proved false (in the pa8t,present and future)* 
But the question arises ‘what sense apprehends 
Time V It is Sakshi alone that apprehends time* 
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Here again a number of words are beautifully 
annotated upon. In the course of observing 
efiE^ects of aging in order to infer their cause as 
time (old age), certain facts are presented as data- 
* when the relation- 

ship of time is inferred by the facts of ^qf?55i and 
qsww and others. Here these three words are 
commented upon by Raghavendra. and 
are associated with oldage and is associated 
with youth. 

Now is explained as skin 

hanging loose from the body. The dictionary 
meaning of is ‘fold or wrinkle on the skin’; 
but Ufft especially on the upper part of belly of the 
females is considered as mark of beauty (qfeqq wq 
qqrqqiqu So Raghavendra explains the 

word as loosely hanging skin which is the sign of 
oldage. Then gray hair which is 

also the sign of oldage wi — q-qqrqqu). qswqq 

uqiqqq^?qu- The State of having 
the body whose limbs are all tightly covered with 
skin. Raghavendra in order to make the 
meaning clears adds—qlqutqtqi The state of 

youth* 

Here doubt is raised. These signs of oldage 
directly allow us to infer time associated with 
them. Then why should Prashastapada introduce 
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six sigDB of inference without any particular use ? 
The answer is, no doubt one entering into the field 
knows the associated time directly fr<'>m the signs* 
Here inference is used for oneself? But inference 
is also for others* Tbough he himself knows the 
time directly yet while informing a man who 
doubts the time) priority and posteriority and 
atif) and other six signs are introduced inorder 
to convince him with - their respective causes. 
Hence Prashastapa la’s Bhashya is justified** But 
this argument is refuted in order to show that 
time cannot be inferred* 

Now the evil effects of time on the body are 
due to the contact of time with the body. So 
time is inferred by the presence of these evil 
effects. If the time inferred is long period and 
this long period is conditions 1 as in 

the system of Nyaya, it is possible to have those 
conditions at one and the same time. Hence the 
association of long time can be found at one and 
the some time when the evil effects are not there 
on the body. Hence the conoonmitance[is violated, 
go time cannot be inferred* 

Another process of inference of time is very 
ingeniously presented here* If after the birth of 
a man many courses of the sun are made? then 



104 


there is in his body ‘priority’; If a few oonrses 
are traced by the sun after one is born, there is 
‘posteriority’. ‘Simultaneousness’ in a body with 
another, means the birth of one in the same 
moment of the motion of the sun as the birth of 
the other(body). Non-simaltaneousness of the two 
men means that one man is born in a course of the 
sun different from the course the other man is 
born. Now time is to be inferred from the appre¬ 
hensions of these things* Thus the apprehension 

of the body as qualified by the attribute of having 
lasted through many courses of the sun is the 

apprehension of priority* In similar manner these 
apprehensions of different concepts of time like 
posteriority* simultaneousness and non-simultan- 

eousnesB and others are to be formed- Then begins 
the inference of time. 

The movements of the sun in the sky are 
marks in the apprehensions as attributes of the 

body on the earth- The attributes lead to the 
idea of the movements made by the sun which on 

their part leads us to the absolute idea of time, 
by the law of association- The association may 
be indirect between the movements of the sun and 
the body. The body on the earth Is contacted 
with ‘some substance’ which is in contact with the 
orb of the sun in which the movements inhere. 
This ‘some substance’ is time which is inferred. 
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This theory also is not tenable. For the rule 
or Vyapti of inference is again violated in the 
conception of Abhav or negation where natural 
relationship works out and not indirect relation¬ 
ship. For even the natural contact like wutu 
leads us to a complex conception (having qualified 
object.) 

Now let us come to the point at issue. Let us 
admit a substance which joins together the sun’s 
movements and the body- But this substance 
need not be a new substance called time. It may 
be even Earth which is already admitted as a 
substance. You can just conceive a number of 
atoms which connect together the sun and the 
body. 

It is now proved that Time^ is known by 
Sakshi and not by inference. In the same manner 
the directions that are divisions of unmanifest 
sky also are known by Sakshi. 

But Naiyayika now objects that the sky 
which had the Characteristic quality of sound 
may not be able to transfer the activities of the 
sun to the body on earth. But directions are 
bereft of characteristic quality and are pervasive* 
Why should they not be able to transfer tbe 
activities of the sun to the body on the earth ? 
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Eeeides the body in the distance is known as 'tT 
(distant) and the body near is known as 
Both these cognitions bring the contact of distant 
space to the body and the contact of near space 
to the body as their attributes* These cognitions 
of and are diiferent from those which are 
produced by Time. Now contanct or is attri- 
butively apprehended in these two conceptions* 
Directions serve the purpose of bringing about 
the contact resulting in the cognition of and 

But in both the cognitions (of and 
of Time and space) directions alone serve the 
purpose of transferring the quality of and 
activity to the body on the earth- The distinction 
of cognitions (of time and space) are due to the 
auxiliary causes like and f^qr. This is 

recommended; because it achieves brevity- 

The concept of directions Is thus explained. 
From a certain point the solid body which is near 
the rising mountain is called the east; in the 
same manner from a point if the solid body is in 
contact with the setting mountain it is called the 
west. Nearness or proximity is that which ha® 
a little contact with the body close to the sun* 
That which gets the first contact of the sun is 
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is the east. That which gets the last touch of 
the sun is west- When matters stand thus, we do 
require a pervasive substance which would 
transfer the Sun-contact to bodies on the earth. 
Otherwise we ,do not get cognitions with attri¬ 
butes of eastern and western directions. Atma 
and Akasha are substances characterised by 
characteristic qualities. Time only transforms 
the activities of the sun to the body on the earth. 
So none of these can transform the sun-contact 
to the body on earth. Therefore a substance of 
great extension different from these should be 
conceived as a liaison-agent to j^contact the sun 
and to transfer that sun-oontaot to bodies on the 
earth. This substance is "direction’. 

But this also should be refuted In the same 
manner in which the inference of Time was 
refuted. Many more types of inferences also are 
brought for scrutiny and were found as unsatis 
factory. 

Therefore it is proved that the sky, time and 
directions are cognised by sakshi, that faultless 
and pure instrument of knowledge and hence 
they are real and can never be contradicted. 
Hence the whole world, grasped by Sakshi, stands 
unsublated. For its validity is guaranteed by 
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Saksbi* All perceptions by faultless senses are 
warranted as valid by sakshb 

Sakshi is an invaluable gift to mankind. For 
it assures valid knowledge to mankind. Some 
are directly apprehended by it like space, time, 
mind, soul, pleasure and pain etc- Other things 
are known to us by their respective instruments 
of knowledge, like perception, inference, and 
verbal testimony. Knowledge presents its 
objects both positive and negative as real; not 
as unreal nor indilferent in nature* 

At this stage- an objection is raised- srffET 
‘a pot exists’ is thus an instance of tautology. 
For the word pot implies its existence and hence 
‘exists’ is a boring repetetion* And then uifet 
is an instance of contradiction. For means 
the existing pot and then to deny its existence is 
self contradiction. 

This objection is not sound. For the srs: no 
doubt posits a pot whose reality is never jeo¬ 
pardised. But such a pot should establish its 
relation with particular space and particular 
time and for this we use the verb 3 ?r?ci and others. 
This spatial and temporal reference is not implied 
in the use of mere us:* In some places mere 
assertion of pot implies its negation also, which 
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is set aside by the use of aiftci after that- But 
this is not the right sort of reply- For reality 
means its unirersality (both in time and space) is 
taken for granted- For ^ 

is never changed into *i«t. Therefere tautology 
and self contradiction recur unchallenged. 

But calm consideration convinces us that a 
substance existing does not exist in all places and 
at all times Hence tautology and self contra¬ 
diction need not even peep here. 

Now correspondance is accepted as 

validity, which is known by the same instruments 
which create knowledge. Hence mwt apprehends 
knowledge and its validity and while apprehend¬ 
ing its object, apprehends it as real and its reality 
never to be denied. So, the world apprehended 
by Sakshi, or testifying consciousness, apprehends 
It as of undeniable reality. 

Now Sakshi apprehending knowledge appre¬ 
hends it as valid if it is faultless; but if faulty 
it is invalid. Now when it apprehends world it 
also testifies the validity by the presence of 
corroborations from similar and different types of 
means of proofs and absence of disagreement from 
similar and different types of means of proofs. 
So even after great investigation Sakhsi finds no 
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faults in the oognitions and henoe determines its 
validity. But while it apprehends silver in conch 
shell it suspends the judgement when fault Is not 
recognised and determines invalidity after the 
fault is recognised. In real experience as soon as 
conch-shell-silver is presented to the eye it is 
cognised as real. But this is not sakshi-cognitioo) 
it is only mental cognition and mind is liable to 
to be soiled with defects. 

But if Sakshi thus depends upon elaborate 
testification whose validity again is to be verified 
leads to an endless regress. To avoid all this? 
following closely the steps of experience it is 
accepted that Sakshi alone without corroboration 
from testificasion apprehends the validity of 
knowledge as well as knowledge. 

It is only when some doubt is entertained 
that we begin the Investigation and not always. 
Therefore where there is the possibility of some 
fault there the doubt arises and investigation is 
needed and not always- Not always a doubt arises. 

A person cornea and tells us there is water 
near by; but we doubt his honesty and hence 
doubt the validity of his words. We go a distance 
and see water. Still we do not believe our eyes. 
We go and touch water. The tactile perception 
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too ia not relied on as there can be such a touch 
without its being water. So we drink it and 
quenching our thirst we feel pleasure* No furthcj 
doubt arises because pleasure is Sakshi-cognition. 

This should not lead us to think that Sakshi 
too is not independent in apprehending validity 
of knowledge* But if sakshi has innate power to 
cognise validity as it has power to cognise know¬ 
ledge there should be no delay in determining 
validity. This objection is removed by stating 
that Sakshi is endowed with two powers; one is 
to cognise knowledge and another to cognise its 
validity. Though the power cognising knowledge 
is functioning and cognises knowledge^ the other 
power is obstructed by impurities in mind and 
till they are cleared the power to cognise validity 
is obstructed* When testification clears these 
impurities the native power of Sakshi works its 
way through and cognises validity. But if no 
such two different powers are conceived and 
sakshi works as one integrated whole, then in 
respect of knowledge-cognition it is free and 
functions; but in respect of validity cognition it 
is impeded in its functioning by defects of the 
mind* When they are removed the natural power 
of Sakshi works as usual. 



If Sakshi does not cognise validity of 
knowledge which is never going to be sublated, 
then why should not Brahman also be sublated 
without any cause as the world is sublated ? 
Brahman is not suspected of sublation because he 
is known as ‘Existence’ knowlege, infinity’ from 
Shruti. He is neither nescienoelnor its production. 
No illusion is possible without loous and there Is 
no sublation coming sine die; Without Brahman 
the world illusion cannot be accounted for. 

But all this depends upon the power of 
Sakshi apprehending the validity of all these 
evidences about the absolute (reality which is 
never contradicted.If Sakbi has not that unfailing 
power of cognising absolute validity of Shurties 
propounding Brahman beyond sublation then 
easily Brahman also is suspected of uncertainty* 
and liable to sublation* 

Hence Advaitin must admit the invincible 
power of Sakshi which appehends the certainty of 
validity of Vedio Testimonies which unequivocally 
propound the certinty anl infallible truth of 
Brahman and thus save him from sublation or 
destruction 5 then why not concede the same 
certainty to the world which is cognised by 
perception of unohallengable veracity and the 
whole validity i8[apprehended by the same Sakshi. 
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On this, again a doubt is entertained that 
perception is not a knowledge of certainty; but 
its validity is questioned* For the perception of 
the world is like the perception of silver in the 
conch-shell, It is the theory of illusion accepted 
by Advaitins that nescience in Chaitanya, condi¬ 
tioned hy conch-shell, the locus of illusion is 
disturbed by the modification of Antahkarana 
which has assumed the form of conohshell, 
coming in contact with the eye, and is changed 
into silver, and silver illusion. Hence we find, in 
the iilueion of conch-shell silver, the hand of 
Avidya or neecience- 

It has been already shown that Avidya is a 
square peg in a round hole. For it is not consistant 
with Advitavada. For it does not find any place 
to stay in- Brahman is not ready to sacrifice and 
surrender his omniscience in order to welcome 
Nescience. Nor can Avidya seek shelter with 
Jeeva; For the existence of Jeeva requires first 
the existence of Avidya- 

Now certain sh^ut^^ that were considered to 
support the theory of illusion are explained to 
prove that, no such support is to be found from 
them. 

One is the oft quoted, and apparently suppo¬ 
rting Shruti: 



iU 

nfst 5T 

f?tc? 3T|rT II \ n 

3q^5ri35? ar«^ t^sf ii ^ Ji 

you must read this in the context of 
q?l aft^- And you must also remembfr that 

there are qf? (if) and a verb in the potential 
mood. And (beginningless) also deserves 

attention in the interpretation of the whole verse* 
It will be shown that if these two verses are 
interpreted to mean the illusion of the world, 
the words shown will be. iU-fitted with it. If 
world were to be illusion then the verse would 
have been used in the indicative mood and not 
potential mood- This sabjenetive mood beginning 
with ‘ if’ implies an undesirable imposition ‘Had 
there been no fire on the mountain there would 
have been no smoke there’. This is an instance 
of Reductio ad Absardum. The sentence with if 
ends in implying that the world does not perish- 

Now in order to interpret it properly the 
verb fq?. is shown to have ihe meaning of ‘to be 
born or to be produced* In Reductio ad absurdom 
we do require a general invariable concomitance. 
Such an invariable rule obtains itself between 
produotioD and destruction and not mere existence 


r 
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So the verb does not mean -"to be or to exist 
but it means ‘to be produced’* 

Now Prapancha or world means the group of 
five fold distinctions (1) between soul and God; 
(2) between matter and God (3) between soul 
and soul (4) between matter and matter* 
(5) between matter and soul) This sort of world 
is never born; it is eternal and beginningless* 
Hence it is never destroyed. It is a world of 
distinctions that is referred to in this verse (sni^ 
uf? f^^)- The group of five is of the peculiar 
type, (r) because its knowledge leads to Moksha* 
Hence, that ffg or is not found is only to be 
found in a fool’s dictionary. 

Now the system of Bheda therefore is 
cognised by Hari in his supreme vision (qun). 
The highest meaning of the Vedas is Hari while 
Lakshmi is the middle most meaning and the 
lowest is Brahma and others- Hence the Parmarth 
or the highest meaning is Advaita (or unsurpassed 
by any body or Vishnu)* 

Jeeva over-powered by the beginningless 
sankalpa or desire of ShriHari sleeps i- e* (Jeeva) 
becomes enmeshed in the worldly knowledge and 
loses contact with Hari; and by bis own desire 
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he becomes disentaDgled and ktiows through the 
shastras ShriHari of supreme power. He sees 
olearly the world of dne distinctious and there 
wakes up and gets rid of all sheaths and has a 
direct vision of Hari< 

Thus the good and the wise put forth this 
system following the direction shown by the vedas* 

Now another Shruti which is allied with the 
idea is cited in order to summon them to put 
forth their theories of illusion and modification 
or mutation. «r?r afuci qct 

This is quoted while elucidating stfhsrt 
The world is but the modified form 

O 'O X 

of Brahman and hence world and Brahman are 
not different, one from the other- Hence when 
Brahma the (material) cause Is known, all its 
modification or productions are known- To con¬ 
vince the truth of this, some Instances are given. 
This is the contention of Ramanuja; according to 
him Brahman Js the material cause of the world- 

But the Advaitin is an illusionist. His theory 
is to know many from the knowledge of one, 
Many instances are given* The one is Paramartha 
or unquestionably true, and it is the lump of 
earth from the knowledge of which all productions 
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of eartb like earthen pots and pans are known* 
The productions are merely modifications and 
they are not real and existing independently of 
the material oause> earth. These productions are 
real only in name* The only thing real is or 
earth* Modification is something that undergoes 
mutation while the names are symbolic* 

‘use in words’ means false or unreal* But 
this meaning is not warranted by convention. 

Thus throughly investigating the inter¬ 
pretation and systemetisation of Advaitavada 
we stop for fear of prolixity and not that the 
defects of it have come to an end* 


END OF 1st ADHYAYA 



II ADHYAYA 


I salute that Narashinha at the rememberance 
of whose feet all worldly calamities oome to an 
end, and who dispels, like, the sun the shadows 
of darkness cast by ill-baked systems. 

This Second Adhyaya also consists of four 
Padas and is a logical consequent on the hrst 
Adhyaya. At the end of the first Adhyaya, Shri 
Madhva in Anuvyakhyana says- “Vishnu of the 
essence of infinite perfect qualities creates the 
world like a father, at ease, at his own sweet will”. 
Brahman as the agent Cause of world is already 
introduced to us in the first Adhyaya as one full 
of most auspicious qualities* Hence he should 
have been continued. Instead, Brahman is here 
praised as ‘untouched by impure smell of 
Nescience’. This is no inconsistency; for in every 
Adhikarana Brahman is said to possess a particular 
quality. That means, by implication, he has not 
that defect which is opposite to that quality. 
Hence the continuity of that topic is logically 
consistent. For instance Brahman was praised 
as omnisoient and as opposed to this quality there 
1 b nescience. Hence Brahman is consisently 
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declared to be immune from demerits like Avidya 
end others. The very etymological meaning of 
Brahman in the eutra is fullness of perfect quali¬ 
ties and immunity from defects. 

Now to come to the point that Brahman is 
said to be the Cause of the universe; and hence 
it must be quite different from sentient and in 
sentient world- And it cannot be a soul. Other 
wise he would not have been omniscient and 
omnipotent. It is already shown that the whole 
of the Shastras made up of letters, words and 
sentences are shown to connote, in the highest 
primary sense, Brahman, the cause of the world. 
Even the whole sentence has Brahman for its 
import. Now the Second Adhyaya gathers the 
threads of the first Adhyaya a.Rd shows that 
there are no evidences which deny the statements 
of the first Adhyaya- And hence the connection 
between the first and the second is Causal- In 
the Second Adhyaya all objections to the greatest 
harmonization(^U5a[5?)achieved in the first Adhyaya, 
are replied in the Second Adhyaya- Hence the 
first Adhyaya is the ‘Cause’ and the second is 
the ‘effect’. 


As for the distinct arrangement of the four 
Padas of this II Adhyaya, in the first pada all 
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objections based on rational grounds are satis- 
factorily waved. In the second pada all objections 
based on the different systems of philosophy are 
considered. In the third, those based on vedic 
texts are replied and in the fourth those based 
on saored texts which also appeal to reason are 
taken for satisfactory reply. 

Then in the first Fada the Adbikaranas, ten 
in number are included which have their distnict 
doubt, reply, and the rationale- But these topics 
of ths Adhikaranas are mentioned in detail in 
Nyayavivarana- Hence they are briefly mentioned 
here. 

Now in the first Adhikarana the Samanvaya 
of the first Adhyaya is challenged because there 
is the opposition from the smrities. But sama¬ 
nvaya is sought and determined by shruties which 
stand higher in authority than Smrities, which 
are lower in rank and which follow those higher 
authorities Implicitly- 

Here begins the discussion about the relative 
strength of shruties and smritieR, as evidences- 
The contention of the Purvapakshi is that strength 
and weakness in evidences should be settled by 
their merit and not on the ground of being smiritj 
and shruti- Now smriti commands greater 



121 


strength of validity, being the compositions of 
the most reliable men* 

A topic from Meemansa is quoted to prove 
the superiority of Shruti over smriti in point of 
of authority- is from shruti 

and is pitted against smriti quotation 

It is settled in Meemansa that hero 
smriti is set aside being opposed by shruti. 

The Shruti statement means- “A pillar made 
of a figtree as high as the master of the 
ceremony should be fixed in the south western 
direction of the Hall* The Udgata should touch 
it and sing in the higher pitch* The smriti 
statement on the other hand enjoins- *The pilla** 
should be covered by enfolding the pillar with 
the cloth”; Thus covered the pillar cannot be 
touched* Hence there-is opposition between the 
two statements* Being opposed by Shruti, Smriti 
dwindles into insignificance and invalidity- This 
is the conclusion of Prabhakaras. Bhattas think 
that Smriti should adjust its meaning to the 
necessities of Shruti and cover the pillar leaving 
a few inches space for touching. Hence smriti 
is a valid statement. But in Frabhakara view or 
Guru Mata Smriti is invalid. In this connection 
Jaimini sntra is quoted in approval of this 
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opinion. when sxnriti is confronted with 

Shrutia, they all lose their value as instruments 
of knowledge. But according to the previous 
Smrityadhikarana, when a smriti can be inferred 
to trace itself to original shruti why deny it, its 
due validity? But Inference only operates to trace 
the original shruti when there is no, opposition 
from shruti. Therefore such Smrities eclipsed 
by shruties are expelled from the group of 
respectable evidences. This is all the argument 
of the PurvaPakshi. 

When he is confronted with an argument 
that Vedas should be interpreted on the strength 
of canons of interpretation and not based on the 
trend of Smrities; most probably the Purva- 
pakshin says that these canons of interpretation 
should follow the trend of Smrities while inter¬ 
preting shruties. Chandrika thus helps us to 
know what the heart of the opponent is. 

The Purvapakshin further argues that these 
composers of smrities are the most reliable 
because they are endowed with Stirling qualities 
which go to characterise them as best fitted to 
deal with such subjects. 

They are known to be omniscient and are 
endowed with great knowledge in respect of the 



123 


ETubject they treat, absence of desire to deceive, 
agile and active senses and great eagerness to 
teach' Deceiving tendency is the effect of 
selfishness and hatred. When the cause is absent 
automatically the effect also is absent* 

Baghavendra explains the terms used here. 
Now irw means, uiwiuirm knowledge of 

the statements which he wishes to explain. The 
reliable expositor of shastra must have sound 
knowledge of that-shastra- desire 

to explain by using statements. This desire must 
be sincere and eager. If one is forced to explain 
shastra, the reliable man may not show the best ' 
part of himself. This desire is nothing but 
aptitude In the Apta. Then there is the likli hood 
of misinterpretation. Another qualification of 
the Apta is his effort (sn^sT) which will help him 
to explain well- Next qualification is he is required 
to have strength and skill of the parts of the body 
employed in giving utterance to the expressions. 
This is which Baghavendra explains as; 

Some letters like and are born in the ^ 
or throat; ? and are produced in palate 
These are the s employed in utterance- These 
must be strong and in working order. 

Baghavendra explains The forest 

dwellers and backward tribes try to deceive 
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travellers by misguiding them. The reliable Apia 
should not entertain such low dispositions. 

Thus the Purvapakshin contends) armed with 
evidences that the composers of ^ and other 
shastras are most reliable and hence their 
opposition is worth considering when deciding' 
that Brahman is the cause of the world, on the 
strength of the shrutis* For Smrities stand for 
Eudra or other agents than Brahman as the cause 
of the world* 

The Sidhanti now crosses swords with the 
opponents without overriding the rules of chiva¬ 
lrous fighting* He sets aside the evidence of 
shruti* He chooses the same kind of weapon as 
that of his antagonist and challenges him on the 
same ground* If he has Smrities to prove the 
Supremacy of Rudra and others, there are other 
smrities like Panchratra and others whose authors 
like Hari, ManU) and others are equally reliable* 
Thus there is equal opposition between the two 
groups of Smrities ()• For here the 
argument put forth by opponent is counter¬ 
balanced by an equally strong argument. 

Even when both the sides are equal they 
cannot contradict each other* And those that 
are contradictory like the cognition of silver in 
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shell and tha^ of shell are not equal qe: 
qsj ^4: are two cognitions equal but they do not 
contradict each other. 

The says that when both Smrities are 
equally weighted Smriti which is based on original 
evidence is said to be stronger evidence than the 
other which has no support of the original. 
Pancharatra and others are clearly supported by 
the vedas while Shaivagamas have no such corro¬ 
boration from the vedio Literature- 

Besides the authors of shaivagamas cannot 
claim infallible reliability or Aptatwa, For the 
validity of knowledge and absence of desire to 
deceive others and others are very difficult to be 
proved* Merely the fact that they become ready 
to discourse to the audience does not prove their 
extraordinary eligibility to do so. 

Then goes on a very hot discussion about the 
reliability of the Shaiva Agamas. But the 
sidhanti, though the opposition is very strong 
wins the ground point by point. 

For instance the question of absence of 
desire to deceive is the cardinal point in Aptatva 
or reliability of the Author. But the authors of 
Shaiva and other Agamas cannot be ascertained 
to have this sterling quality* To this the opponent 
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sftys that they must have some purpose to gain 
in deceiving others* No one indulges in dissem¬ 
bling wantonly for no purpose. These smrlti 
karaa have no such evil purpose to gain. They 
only intend to disseminate their doctrines. 

But this rule is not always true. There are 
conhrmed deoeives* who are known to deceive 
the public merely for the pleasure of deceiving 
others. We do not inclu le this group with these 
Confirmed deceivers. But they may deceive 
others deceiving themselves first by thinking 
what is useless to be useful. 

If one of them is endowed with power 
of discrimination which dispels this self- 
deception, others cannot be ascertained to be 
aerupulously discriminate in their behaviour. 
Some purposely want to sidetrack the evil minded- 
Others also may claim this quality. 

Again it is argued that due to corroboration 
from other sources, such nefarious intentions 
cannot be attributed to this group of smritikarss. 
What are those corroborations from ? They 
cannot be perceptions. Because the subject 
matter of those Smrities is something beyond five 
senses (It is the cause of certain and the ultimate 
destiny of man which lies beyond the bounds Of 
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this universe). Inference cannot operate being 
clogged with logical falacies like Vyabhiohara. 
Revealed vedas do not go to their help- To call 
forth works written by their own protagonists 
is of little helpf 

Thus goes on this interesting discussion- Thus 
the opponent’s smriti group* lacking original 
support and having doubtful reliability cannot 
rise to the elevation of standard system of 
thought* 

But the group of Pancharatra and other 
smrities being composed by Narayan and Manu 
and others have the corroboration of the self- 
revealed vedas- Hence they can claim superiority 
over the first group* 

Now the opponent objects to the very validity 
of the vedas or shrutiss; because they do not 
carry with them the personal qualities of the 
author (as they are authorless); hence they 
cannot claim any validity in their exposition. 
But the opponent forgets that the very fact of 
being authorless carries the weight of absence of 
demerits of the author* So the authority of 
ehruti cannot be questioned. Besides they being 
meaningful sentences and having all the merits 
of good sentences convey their own validity 
of their meaning. 
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Another faotor we must remember. The 
Smrities aud Itihasas and Puranas elucidate the 
meaning of the vedas. So vitally they are inter- 
related. But this does not lead to mutual 
dependence, as the vedss wait for the smrities 
to elucidate them and smrities wait for meaning 
of the vedas to validate them. For the vedas 
express their meaning independently of smrities 
depending upon the canons of interpretation like 
and and others. Then, they convey 

the meaning that Vishnu alone is the cause of 
the creation I Smrities get corroboration from 
these original authorities 

The whole argument clinched into succinct 
form runs like this— It is only the that is 
known to us, that leads us to inference. Now 
Pancharatra and other smrities are valid because 
they actuate us to fruitful activity- For those 
who practice the method laid down by it, invari¬ 
ably get the fruit promised by it. But it is very 
difficult to ascertain the invariability of conco¬ 
mitance of and through data collected. 
In many instances the concomitance is found 
violated. If at all, there is oo-existsnce found 
of the two, it is only an accident. We cannot 
even say thftt failure in getting fruit is due to 
inefficiency in its performance. For we are not 
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sure whether the failure in getting fruit is due to 
our fault or its getting is only an aooident* Thus 
the validity of and others is a moot point* 

Here Kaghavendra explains the phrase 
used to mean ‘accident or chance’, 
qu m55 i Just at the moment 

when the crow comes to the tree the tada falls 
down* Its explanation is uW'Bsququl: quwre 

u«iT § arsfq- Just as it is merely a chance 
and there Is nothing preordained that the crow 
should cause the falling of the tada fruit, so also 
the performance of Vaidika karma and the 
coming of the wealth might be merely an accident; 
hence we cannot settle its validity. 

So is the case with the Shaivagama. Thus 
they are similar and are sailing in the same boat- 
But the Shaivagama once declares that the 
fruits to be obtained are common and the 
methods are easy; and again they declare that 
the fruits are uncommon and naethods are very 
difficult to follow. Hence there is inconsistency 
and self-contradiction in the statements. 

Hence the shaivagamas work under many 
disabilities while Pancharatragama relying with 
much benefit on the vedas commands validity 
and respect. 
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Tke Boudhaa are trying to diaprove the 
validity of the vedaa- On the validity of the vedaa 
depends the question of the cause of creation. 
Viahnu cannot be the cause of oreafftioa,because the 
vedaa which propound this theory are invalid as 
their assurances of promise fail to come out to 
be true. Thus by failure of aaaurace some part 
of vedaa are proved to b© iavalid* The parts also 
are easily alfected with this disease of invalidity- 
Besides the vedaa being revealed are authorless 
and hence they might not have been composed 
intentionally- Just as unintentional foot marks 
of ants though resembling letters have no intelli¬ 
gent meaning as they are unintentional, so also 
vedlo composition being authorless has ho 
intelligent meaning; and hence they are not valid. 
What of the smritles which are affected with 
many defects ? They can never rise to be valid 
composition. 

When such a doubt is raised Sutrakara meets 
It with strong arguments- 

Aoharya in his words tells us that vedic 
evidence is unique and stands un-ohallanged. 
For they are authorless and hence they cannot 
have any faults which follow the human compos!, 
tion. They are eternal and they never lose their 
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power of intelligibility^ Hence their validity 
stands supreme and unaffected- The vedas have 
expresslbility and hence have validity depending 
upon expresaibility and stand very high In our 
estimation. Even the opponent appreciates this 
validity of the Vedas as instrumente of knowledge. 
Instruments are valid when they properly convey 
knowledge. The vedas are good conveyers of 
knowledge. If statements were to be invalidjthey 
will be so, due to their mis-carriage of meaning’ 
But these appear in that state on account of 
personal faults. Vedas being eternal a nd authorless 
are free from author’s faults and hence are 
naturally valid* 

If one question’s the very eternality of the 
vedas, and if he be a believer in the vedas, to 
him the evidences of the Shrutis might be quoted* 

Another may object to its validity on the 
ground that it is not composed by one with an 
intelligent purpose like the letters formed by the 
foot prints of ants. This instance of the letters 
formed by the foot prints of ants, is an ill 
conceived instance. For the concomitance is not 
invariable. Besides it does not confront the 
meaning of the vedas. 

Thus if you infer that the Veda is not means 
of knowledge, because it is not purposefully com- 
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posed,still it is valid like the story of destruction of 
many crows by on© owl which taught a significant 
and real iesson to Aswaihaman that he would be 
able to kill many. So also authorless Veda not 
pretending to claim any purpose for its composi¬ 
tion becomes a valid conveyance of truth. 

Another argument is put forth to disprove 
the invalidity of the veda, thus; The Veda is not 
invalid as it is not contradicted by any other 
means of knowledge, like perception. The 
find inference to prove the invalidity of veda is 
disabled by For in the perception we that 

there is no contradiction of other evidences, oo, 
existing with invalidity. Now is contradiction 

by other evidences* That instrument which has no 
correspondence is contradicted by other evidences. 
This is concomitance of 'urw* and Now we 

must show that it is not found with This 

can be shown in shruti* For shruti is a means of 
knowledge yet there is no contradiction of other 
evidences. 

As there is no contradiction from other 
evidences, there is validity in shruti as an instru¬ 
ment of knowledge. Thus there will be different 
arguments to prove validity in the form of 
‘correspondence’ to truth* 1) Vedas are not 
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invalid as they are not oontradioted by other 
evidences and the instance is perception. 2 ) 
Vedas are valid for they are conveying meaning 
and at the same time they are not contradicted 
by other evidences; and the instance is perception* 
3) Veda is Agama; for it is a sentence and at the 
same time not oontradioted by other evidences; 
like an accepted instance. 

Now the Sidhanti puts forth the three 
inferences in a different form:-— 

1 ) Shruti is not a congenial conveyance of 
experience; for it is verbal testimony and yet is 
not purposeful composition (being authorlosa). 

2 ) Shruti is not Agama for it is not 

one different from word* 

3) Shruti is not an instrument of knowledge 
for it does not convey meaning. 

For all these three, ‘contradicton by other 
evidences’ is !3^Tr^. 

Raghavendra explains the attributes of the 
|g. The I 5 is uia srum Here th® 

attribute is In a pot there is no 

contradiction by other evidences; yet there is no 

nor correspondence. Hence the concomitance 
is violated* Therefore the attributes and 
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tbe other two are used* For pot is not nor 
means of conveyance of knowledge; nor is it a 
means of knowledge nor is it a sentence. 

Once the validity of the Vedas is accepted it 
is not a difficult job to convince the validity of 
the Smriti and Itihasa and Puraoa. For all these 
get the benefit of validity from the originals on 
which they are based* Those works are said to 
have borrowed their validity from the originals 
which have been composed after understanding 
or studying the originals- But the Lord Narayana 
need not wait to understand and then to write 
the works- He being all knowing may write his 
works without going through them. But still the 
works composed follow the originals in their 
contents- 

Hence as there is similarity of thought and 
content between the original veda and the works, 
these derived get validity. Because there is no 
contradiction from any source. Then why run to 
the original for validity; you may directly assert 
their validity as those who convey knowledge 
sweep all contradictions before them. But some 
times when certain assertions prove abortive, the 
fact that these works are based on the original 
vedas, saves them from the calamity of 
contradjetioD and keeps them safe with validity. 
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Independently inference cannot venture to 
confront the vedas or derived '.vork in matters 
beyond senses. For inference cannot enter into 
the forbidden ground and defy the authority and 
validity, of those works* The eye cannot deny 
what touch has perceived but inference cannot be 
summarily dispensed with. For when one shruti 
runs Counter to another shruti, there is right 
scope for inference to Interfere and settle the 
claims of the disputants* 

Even the opposition from perception and 
Agama too cannot invalidate shruti or veda 
directly; but only if that is proved to be superior 
evidence on which this has been based* For 
perception or Agama is inferior in strength to 
the vedas; so if they differ from vedas they afe 
contradicted by the stronger in evidence. But 
they prove to be of equal strength and they simply 
inoapatiate vedas to convey the meaning by 
creating hindrance of opposition and cannot 
create certainty of invalidity* But if they prove 
to be basic evidence on which the vedas depend, 
they never prove the invalidity of ill-correspond— 
ance with truth but coax the vedas to give up 
the apparent meaning for a better suited meaning* 
For the vedas being untouched by defiots and 
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being sutborless stand nuimpeacliable and in 
fallible, and they are never utterly invalidated. 
The Vedas finding themselves confronted with 
their basic evidence, of superior strength and 
unequivocally opposite in meaning, condescend to 
change their apparent meaning for a better suited 
one, in all their imperial glory of supreme validity. 
Perception and Agama often enjoy the privilege 
of being the basic evidences of superior strength 
to Vedas; but inference rarely enjoys that superi¬ 
ority. In their undisputed field of operation the 
Vedas themselves become basic eividence of 
superior strength to perception and inference 
whioh will bend their unwilling knees before the 
imperial majesty of unquestioned authority of 
the Vedas. 

If the Vedas, as in some places, convey two 
meanings) one warranted by logical reasoning 
and another not favoured by logicality the logical 
one is preferred to the illogical one. 

Raghavendra enters into this controversy of 
comparative strength of Revelation and Reasoning, 
and presents the whole case before us for a critical 
understanding* On the basis of Anuvyakhyana 
he analyses the body of reasoning. The backbone 
of reasoning is Vyapti or invariable oonoomitanoe. 
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This vyapti is derived from three soarces; perce¬ 
ption, inference, and verbal testimony. This has 
been treated in Vaisheshika Naya in greater 
detail* Now Raghavendra explains and illustrates 
these kinds of vyaptis. The first one is the 
concomitance of Smoke and fire derived from 
perception. ‘Brahmin should not be killed’ is a 
conclusion arrived at by the Agama. For this is 
based upon the Agama statement. An inference 
like the following- *A living body has a soul; for 
it has life” has only a negative concomitance 
based on inference only- “that which has no life 
has no soul’^- 

Of these three that inference which is based 
on perception and verbal testimony is the stronger; 
for that which is based on inference must ulti¬ 
mately be based either on perception or on verbal 
testimony; otherwise that inference based on 
inference ultimately will be baseless* 

No doubt the discussion on the instruments 
of knowledge is a topic confined to Logic and not 
to philosophy yet in when there is 

dispute about the nature, number, object, 
and purpose of evidences or means of knowledge, 
such discussion Is legitimately included even in 
philosophy in order that the students might follow 
the subject intelligently* 
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Hence Madhya defines Hhe means of know¬ 
ledge’* (aww) But some object to the definition 
of Pramana as a satisfactory definition is very 
difficult to arrive at* It is a very lengthy 
discussion. Kaghavendra while commenting on 
Nyaya Sudha, enters into it and explicitlj^ 
explains Jayateerth what is implicity mentioned 
there in* 

In order to give an instance of Baghavendra’s 
way of elucidation of very complex topics in 
Sudha we have chosen one, as limited space does 
not allow us to acquaint the reader with the 
whole of his elucidation. 

The context is the utility of the definition 
of the means of knowledge or Pramana* There 
is keen difference of opinion regarding the 
or purpose of such a definition* Madhva has 
defined gm’i! as otwr* “That which helps us to 
grasp the object of koowiedgo as it is”* 

Then what is the purpose of such definition ? 
‘To know the symbol which closely follows the 
object’ is the purpose of such definition* Thus 
Kaghavendra explains R5IT A defini¬ 

tion is respected when it has some use. Then 
the definition of Pratyksha is taken up as an 
example* Now the derivation of si?5re! is given. 
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‘the sense with contact* is perception. The 
qualified object is known after the pure object is 
known* Hence in the commentary of Jayateerth 
on Tattva Nirnaya it is stated as ‘the sense 
inclined towards the object’. Following this 
explanation is dissolved as ‘sifciR^^tcr ^ 

The meaning is “the sense in contact with 
the object*, is perception* Thus the name closely 
follows the meaning* 

Here Raghavendra is richly profuse in his 
notes. They are highly en lightning as they are 
very critical and scholarly elucidations of the 
original. 

The purpose of definition is 1) to recognise 
the thing to be defined as different from similar 
things* 2) or in order to show the indicator of 
qualities like Bur’ll^ that we may know it, 3) or for 
the use of it (in sentences) 4) or to determine 
the reason for the use of Bum in the meaning 
required 6) or to serve any other purpose. 

The first alternative is accepted. Similarity 
is to be based on the quality of gucu (knowledge- 
ness) or sfUUiuUcU (means to knowledge). Know¬ 
ledge and means to knowledge, are similar to 
Pramana; and pot and such other things are 
dissimilar to Pramana. By defining the the 
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author wants to show that is different from 
knowledge and means to knowledge, and it is also 

different from dissimilar things like pot and 
other things. 

Suppose we define a cow as having a dew-lap 
and other things. Then knowing this definition, 

when he sees an animal of this description, he 
finds it to be not a horse nor a pot. 

Really speaking, the person who defines for 
another, wants the knowlegde of a thing different 
from the thing defined, in a thing other than 
defined; But the person for whom it is defined 
does not need it- The definition itself does not 
differentiate the undefined from the defined. But 
the knowledge of the UDdefin©d(different from the 
defined) is the purpose of the definition. The 
person for whom the definition is given should 

know only the meaning of the definition. This 
analysis of the definition is highly enligbtning. 

A dull man is not eligible to know the defini¬ 
tion and its implications. But a man who has 
been informed through direct Instruction, of the 

word and the reference to its meaning, feels the 
need of the definition for independent dealings- 

A reasonable doubt arises here. A teacher 
has two persons before him waiting for his 
expression- There is a man who does not agree 
with him. He is an opponent bent on contradict- 
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ing the teacher. Then there is the student or 
disciple who humbly sits at his feet and listens to 
him* Therefore the teacher, need not give the 
definitions to these opponents who never confide 
in him. so the definition is given through 
instruction by the Guru to the student who 
implicitly believes in the Guru. No, this is 
not the real position* If the student alone 
requires the definition to improve his knowledge, 
the teacher should use only the statement of the 
proposition to be proved; an assertion without 
any reason. For he has implicit faith in his Guru. 
If the opponent says that the definition alone is 
sufficient for the disciple while reasons and other 
necessary things are meant for the disputant, even 
this is not satisfactory. For mere definition 
amounts to supply of meaning which work is 
undertaken by Dictionaries, Grammar and others- 

A conclusive reply to this opposition and 
countar opposition is given here. The definition 
well understood leads to fructification. This 
understanding of the definition takes place by 
perception and other means of knowledge. These 
definitions like ww or nl: do not 

express definitions* Had that been so, the defini¬ 
tions, being understood by. other means, would 
have been redundent* But to him who under- 
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stands this dofination from other sources and 
does not know that this is^useful and required 
for the sake of understanding tbe innate power 
of a word being the cause of using the word* 
this sentence is used. 

For example one knows that the particular 
body before him is a cow by the express advice of 
an eldesty person* and then knows that the word 
ut means it* Then the first man is eager to know 
whether this particular body alone is cow or other 
bodies also are there to be called by this word 
cow. The elderly man instead of telling at the 
sight of every cow that it is cow (for it is an 
endless bore) uses a sentence expressive of a 
general concomitance namely ‘ that body is the 
meaning of the word *ft which has dewlap and 
other things.’ This sentence alone does not in 
form the man of the Vyapti. Bat from the use 
made by another he comes to know this. But 
if the man does not know the Vyapti, he becomes 
eager to know it and the this sentence tells him 
of Vyapti. Then he remcimbers the Vyapti and 
whenever he sees an animal with a dewlap and 
other things he infers that that body is the mean* 
ing of the word ul or there may be many other 
ways of knowing the meaning of the word fit. 
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Here a doubt arises. ‘This body should be 
called a cow because it h‘is oowuess’ this is how 
the word comes to be used- Now does he not 
know how to use the word cow or does he know ? 
In the first alternative when he does not know 
the use of the word cow how will he know it 
from inference also ? Does one ignorant of fire 
know the Vyapti in which it is involved ? If he 
knows fire then why should be try to know it from 
inference?As it is an attempt to know what is 
already known it is a futile attempt. 

The discussion splits into many alternatives 
and enters into deeper layers of the subject of 
semantics^, and gets sublter- Baghavendra follows 
the argument closely and adds Ms crisp and 
intelligent notes so that we may follow these 
arguments with better understanding. 

Now the form of the inference is this;—■ This 
body is to be called a cow; because It has dewlap 
and other essential characteristics. What is the 
root of cause for this inference ? It it the 
negative fact that the word cow is not used in 
bodies not having dewlap and otherthings? Or is 
it the positive fact that all bodies having the 
charaotaristio quality of dewlap and others are 
called cows ? of these two usages one positive and 
another nagative which one actuates man to use 
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that inference? In the negative nsage it reaches 
excesses leading us to the margin of absurdity. 
Even the non use of cow in the meaningless 
word like Jabagadadasha must be also an incentive 
to the use of the inference. If on the other hand 
you add an adjective to the Hetu and say “ Cow 
not being used in non cows which are known to 
be meaningful.” But Jabagadadasha has no 
meaning in general; while other words have their 
own meaning and yet they have no meaning of 
cow. This distinction is there. Hence there is 
no absurd excess. Still the word hare-horn is 
not used in the sense of cow. This is not the 
cause of inference. But harehorn is something 
not existing and cow has a meaning that is 
existing. Hence the difiPurenoe- Even then the 
word cow referring to a particular cow having the 
name of Saraswati, not used in other cows may 
prove an incentive to the use of inference- 

Now in the second positive alternative the 
cowness Is there yet cow is to be used as referring 
to all cows- And cow is not to be used in non 
cows. Hence with the reason of having cowness 
or dewlap and other things we want to show that 
a particular body is to be called a cow* 

Then the whole argument melts down to 
this that a body having no cowness should not 
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be called a oow; and equally well a body having 
cowness should be called a oows He who knows 
this, is told the definition* Such a man, as 
uses other words, uses also the word oow by 
positive and negative reference. He does not 
need a fulfiedged inference* To tthis objection a 
rejoinder is given* In both the alternatives 
through the instruction of the :elderly person he 
knows that the cow with cowness is called a cow 
and through Inference he comes to know that 
In other cases of cows also the word oow is used* 

Then in the second alternative (the word oow 
with cowness is used to denote a cow) the 
absurd excess that was charged against this 
view is to be attributed either to the instructor 
or instructed* The instructed does not know the 
VyaptI; viz Jabagadadasha is called by the word 
Jabagadadasha on account if its definition. But 
he knows the Vyapti viz; the cow is called a cow 
on account of its definition. Because the instru. 
ctor (the elderly person)has advised the instructed. 
Nor the second is objectionable, for through the 
elderly person the other man* has understood 
the Vyapti. 

Now the whole argument may be thus 
summed ups It is confirmed that the main 
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oause of inference that the cow is called cow on 
account of its oowness is not the fact that cow is 
not used in non oows. If that be so, the inference 
might be charged with the fallacy already 
mentioned But the main reason is the knowledge 
of Vyapti. (the use of the word cow with cowness) 
and is already known; but he does not know the 
Vyapti viz the use of swastimati (a name of a 
cow) with cowness. Therefore there is no logical 
excess. 

Now another question had been raisad> Why 
treat this subject of semantics in a philosophical 
treatise) The reply is that it is never undertaken 
that a subject treated else where will not be 
treated here* We are careful to see that there is 
no overlapping of different branches of knowledge- 
Foreign subjects are treated here when a doubt 
arises with the textual topic on account of this 
alien subject. Or when a special purpose is 
served by a reference to such out side topics. 
There is no scope for wanton encroachment on 
Subjects of other branches of knowledge* 

Now a doubt has been raised that there is 
promiscuity between the Koshas and Vyakaranas 
on one side and the present philosophical treatise 
on the other sile. But the subject and the 
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object are different. Hence there cannot be any 
promiscuity of subjects- The main subject of 
this shastra is Lord Narayana and the motive is 
the realisation of Moksha- While the Koshas and 
Vyakarana treat only words; and their purpose is 
correct use of words or at the most ‘Heaven’. 
Hence no promiscuity can be doubted* 

Here the opponent should be made aware that 
he should not throw stones at others being himself 
in a glass house- His theory of Adhyasa is the 
target of keen criticism- For the very attack he 
makes against others recoils on him like a boom 
rang. He defines ‘Adhyasa’ as a piece of memory 
in which something seen before (in some place) 
appears in another place; and he incorporates 
such and other definitions in his shastra- The 
Sutrakara in his sutra trii; gives his own 

definitions. Now .it must be told whether these 
very objections apply to those or not- He cannot 
deny those objections; for there is similarity 
of ciroumstanoes. Hence you must candidly 
confess that those objections which you have 
' raised also apply to you- Such objection-ridden 
attacks cannot take us a long way in attaining 
clarity of thought- 

If a defective definition is accepted as a 
workable definition; then the bowlings of the 
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head strong, shall have to be accepted as means 
of verbal dealings, sphere is no other cause for 
their Ineligibility for conveyance of thought than 
irrationality. Before the visual realisation of 
Brahman if the vauntings of the arrogant are 
proved false they are pun) in the illusionary status. 
But if after realisation, a certain thing is proved 
false it is higher in status and accepted as 
practically or emperioally true. This arrangement 
in the order of truth by the Advaitin will be 
rejected. For this irrationality is neither reali¬ 
sation of Brahman nor is it the sublation* 

Now the definitions given by advaitin are 
equally defective* Sudhakara feels the heaviness 
of the chain of arguments he has drawn so far 
and therefore he stops here fearing prolixity. 

Again the means of knowledge is defined- 
“Means of knowing a thing as It is”. Baghavendra 
analyses the contents of the word tarn’s^. This is 
an abstract noun from which means “not 

transgressing the limits of the object’’. This is 
the characteristic quality of an Instrument of 
knowledge. And it is also the definition of an 
instrument of knowledge. 

Now is used in meanings like 

and Here it is used in the 



meaning of not transgressing tKe limits 

of the object. In this meaning it forms an 
AvyayeebhaTa compound. Hence Jayateerth 
tells us that 5nf?rat^§[ But else where 

in on Is taken in the meaning 

of UT33U or similarity and says means ‘having 
a similar object’. It is dissolved as Bahuvrihi 
Compound, and means “Knowledge which is 
similar to its object”. The explanation of 
Jayateertha as 3i4 is to be accepted 

as the final stage of explanation. Similarity is 
accepted between knowledge and its object with 
a view to stress the fact that similarity is establi¬ 
shed between them on the basis of the common 
quality of truth or existence, found in both 
knowledge and its object- For knowledge, to be 
valid must be similar to its object in point of 
truth or being. 

We know the thing to be defined (w«£() and 
the definition when we define means of 

knowledge aa as we define a cow as uHRifwin. 
But you should not go to the length of saying 
that here also is different from as in the 
definition of a cow to be But this 

should not be. Hence here it is defined as 
both to be one and not different like 

and 
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We must note that a definition is the char- 
aoterlstio quality of the thing to be defined (sw) 
and HW are all those which are eligible to be 
called by one word and those which are to be 
distinctly known as different from others. 

Only after knowing the definition one knows 
the thing defined. Hence the knowledge of vsw . 
depends upon the knowledge of Definition 

is given so as to fulfil its double purpose of 
usage and distinction. 

But if the characteristic quality were to be 
the definition then a quality not existing in all 
the individuals of the class also shall have to be 
‘definition’. For non pervasiveness of quality is 
as much a defect of definition as over pervasive¬ 
ness and The definition is used 

as an inferential sign or But to be a does 
not require its pervasi'^eness. It is enough if 
I 5 is less pervasive than the Sadhya. Smoke 
which is found only where fire is, is not 
found in all places where fire exists. Where 
smoke is, there fire is; but where fire is ther© 
smoke need not exist. Still the smoke must be 
found in instances where fire is. Otherwise there 
will be no concomitance; Without concomitance 
inference is prematurely stopped in its function. 
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For when the means are denied, the end also will 
be detained. Therefore the definition should be' 
found in all the things to be defined. And that 
is the oharaoteristic quality of it. 

It was our ambition to define nl in such a 
manner that it will be found in all cows characte¬ 
rised by oowuess* This Is the characteristic 
quality of a cow. Finding that other definitions 
are not to be found in other objects of definition, 
the definition like ‘having verigated colour’, 
being a quality to be found in a few objects only, 
it is declared that Less pervasiveness is really a 
drawback in definition^ Hence quality of less 
pervasiveness cannot be a satisfactory definition* 

But really speaking even qualities residing 
in a small number of objects to be defined, are 
called forth to describe a thing, which they do 
satisfactorily, and hence form workable definUions 
as they do the work of distinguishing their own 
substances from other objects. Hence those 
defective definitions also were accepted as 
(workable) hypothetical definitions. So Kanada 
defines a substance as having activity and qualities* 
Now a substance is first defined as ‘qualifiedness’. 
Why again it should be defined as ‘activity 
(fwf? Is it because one that is partially 
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pervasive is not a good definition ? But it is 
argued that ‘activity’ is not a definition of a 
substance but is mentioned there as another 
quality of substance* Kiranavalikara justifies 
the mention of activity in the case of substance 
to prove the inolusiveness of mind and wind 
which are not perceptible) in substance) on the 
ground of activity; and not to show that it is 
another definition of substance* But these 
justifications are set aside as not being sound; 
and the first explanation is not satisfactory. 

Hence partially pervasive definitions are 
found defective only when the def iner intends to 
include all members In things to be defined* 

Now begins the discussion about the meaning 
of ‘validity of swi'*r*. Some think that knowledge 
In abstract is Pramana and has validity* While 
others think that the instruments of knowledge 
are valid? The truth is that both abstract know¬ 
ledge and its means are signified as on 

account of different etymological derivations. 

?f?i sruiif sniwm one derivation is 

instrumental in nature as it means 

that sound knowledge is got by this means. 
Another Is abstract in nature and means a, thing 
is known as it is by knowledge. These are not 
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the only derivations. It is also enjoined in the 
case of support in the sutra of Panini- 

But usage does not warrant 
this meaning of support; and tifeu, and uum 
are entirely dependent on usage; and there is no 
usage to show that Pramana is the support of 
Prama* Now is only a termination. 
Hence st<nor is f sfir and depends on usage for its 
derivation. 

But it is objected that there is usage in the 
meaning of ‘Support’ also as in ‘fsuu sum’ (The 
Brahmins are the evidence). Here the word 
is in the nominative case and hence Its or 

meaning of the case is ■ So the Brahmins are 
' the originators of sm or knowledge; and not the 
3TfGi^T»if or support of knowledge, is a 

different karaka from «paf). 

Again it is doubted that Brahmins being the 
support of knowledge may have the meaning of 
‘support’ or Technically is not 

the support of Bear or activity* is 

that which is the support of the activity of 
holding (erR’HT) of the caes and the object of going 
(w). Therefore validity belongs to their state¬ 
ments or their knowledge; and figuratively it is 
attributed to Brahmins formally. 
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Now if knowledge and means to knowledge 
are both termed as sum, then is validity, which 
is nothing bnt correspondence, of one kind only 
or is it different in both ? The first alternative 
runs counter to sidhanta in which knowledge in 
abstract is said to be and means to 

knowledge is termed as atasraniT If the second 
alternative is accepted, then each variety being 
limited to one kind only, we cannot have a 
common definition of Pramana applicable to both. 

To this objection Aoharya passes his verdict 
that ifrasrsaai: validity chiefly belongs to 

knowledge and word* Secondarily it belongs to 
means of knowledge^like perception and inference* 
Now we turn to the main question of the 
meaning of or correspondence) which is 

termed as validity (sirow). The constituent parts 
of are and sr* has been credited 

with four meanings. Intrinsic merit (uimm) Repeti¬ 
tion Nob in excess of the thing (’ism 

and similarity or Resemblance. The 
word 3m is used in five meanings like artVruu 
subject matter wealth, thing, arutsTsi purpose 
and Abstaining. The opposition makes a 
good case out of this material against the Sidhanti* 
The word am might not have been used in 
the sense of similarity. For while enjoining an 
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Avyayeebhava oompound it is stated that wi 
should be used in a sense different from similarity. 
No other oompouad can be used here because 
there is not the necessary eligibility for the words 
to enter into other compounds. Other meanings 
of also are not suitable. Therefore must 
have been used in the sense of nob in 

excess of the thing or in short ‘as the thing is’ 
And 3!’^ should betaken in the meaning of^?§. 
So, the whole thing amounts to the definition 
‘that which ,does not misrepresent its object of 
knowledge is Pramana.^ 

but this definition is 
affected with the logical fallacy of mutual 
dependancej though it is free from over pervasive¬ 
ness* The fallacy is thus explained. First we 
must know the nature of Pramana. Through the 
knowledge of Pramana we know ‘the object of 
knowledge*. After knowing this ‘ object of 
knowledge * we come to know the nature of 
the knowledge. Thus there is mutual dependence* 
This is also another fallacy known as ‘self 
dependence’. For In order to know what Pramana 
is we must know the thing related to it (object). 
Hence there is self dependence. 

Sidhanti explains away these two fallacies. 
What is briefly put by Jayateertha, Raghavendra 
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puts it clearly, so as to be understood easily The 
word 5 ^ in the definition of Pramana 
fwpttrqT?fr?^u is Pramana. So we conceive Pramana 
generally as either knowledge or means to 
knowledge and not Pramana as Pramana in 

general. Therefore there is no mutual dependence 
or self-dependence. 

Now how to ascertain the truth of knowledge 
originated from the study of Vedanta t If the 
truth of knowledge is to be ascertained by the 
truth of the object of the knowledge and that 
again by the truth of knowlege, the question arises 
as to what kind of knowledge. Not all knowledge 
can assure the truth of the object; but only valid 
knowledge. But what is valid knowledge ? This 

very knowledge or a different one— Thus easily, 
this leads us on to Infinite Regress. 

, All such objections are easily sat aside when 
we adopt our definition of Pramana. Now as said 
before U!*n«a is validity or Pramanya- Correspo¬ 
ndence is , And this qwT®*? is chiefly to be 

found in word and knowledge* 

But as regards knowledge Pramana is of 
two types, one is Kevala or abstract while the 

other is Karnna Pramana or instrumental. But 
in word there is only inatumental validity. 

The quality of being the object of knowledge 
(taai) is to be found in the object of knowledge. 
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This is secondary in the object of word. 
Therefore or correspondence is chiefly to be 
found in knowledge only and in word it is 
secondary* Now this is called wum with some 
definite object. This word is derived from the 
root 5it to go and the termination (plus the 
termination of the abstract noun at) and atuat is 
formed. Thus derived ataat means ‘Being the 
object of motion’. This object (of motion) is the 
object of our mental activity which is village 
(and other places). But in the present' case nfa 
means knowledge and not motion. (Those that 
means motion mean knowledge). Therefore stdat 
is said to be 

t 

Now this staai or validity is not of the same 
degree in knowledge and word. In knowledge it 
is of supreme validity.But among the instruments 
of knowledge the word has chief validity. Hence 
both are announced as chiefly valid. By word it 
is meant Veda. Because the Meemansa wants to 
declare the importance of Veda as the instrument 
of knowledge. 

Because validity ohieflly belongs to Vedasy 
therefore its scrutiny has attained importancei 
Otherwise what is the use of critical study of the 
useless Vedas ? 
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What is this ohiefoess in knowledge and 
among the Instruments in word? The ohiefness 
really belongs to the object of knowledge- This 
chiefnesB and sdoondariness of the object of 
knowledge lend their colour to knowledge and 
word- 

Therefore knowledge is Pramana (abstract); 
while Perception inference and testimony are 
Pramana]|^(instruments)- 

It is not formally that the means of knowledge 
are called valid because knowledge is valid ’and 
is generated by those means- Bather Pramanya 
Is to be found in both of them. Thus- knowledge 
is valid because it apprehends the object of 
knowledge as it is. And the instruments also 
cognise the same object of knowledge- Thus by 
generating knowledge in the instruments through 
that knowledge we apprehend the object of 
knowledge- Knowledge lends cognisibility to It 
only because it conditions knowledge- But the 
instruments do so through knowledge which they 
create. This is the only difference which creates 
a different category namely Anupramana in 
Pramana. 

Now this is the all— comprehensive meaning. 
Pramana in general is that which implicitly follows 
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the objects It Is of two kinds; one is abstract 
and another is instrumental. Abstract knowledge 
is that which is in accordance with its object; and 
means of such knowledge is Auupramana« 
Abstract knowledge Is of two kinds again; one 
is consciousness in essence and the other is mental 
modification* This first type is again of three 
kinds)best» indifferent) and worst* Best knowledge 
is really valid while indifferent is of the mixed 
kind and the worst is erroneous* The modified 
type is again is of three kinds being created by 
perception, inference, and verbal tsetimony. And 
instrumental Pramana is of three kinds— senses, 
inferential signj and composition. 

Even then this definition of Pramana Is 
found to cover wrongly an accidently right 
knowledge. It is because it Is correct. Still 
it is not Pramana^ 

Eaghavendra explains in a different 

manner here. means (the coming of a 

orow). means (the falling of Tala fruit),; 

The form is arrived at by the termination of the 
^ enjoined when is used in the sense of simi-* 
larity; ultimately it means— «which is like the 
coming of the crow and falling of the Tala fruit*. 
It is like an incident in which unluckily when a 
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crow comes t,o a Tala fruit that is ripe it falls down 
without the crow being the cause of it) eheerly by 
chance; So also without the real cause) cognition 
just by chance turns out to be true and valid- 

Then an instance of such a cognition of 
accidental validity is cited. One holding five 
cowries in his closed hand asks another to tell 
him how many cowries he has in his hand- The 
other man casually tells him that he has five and 
thus it comes out to be true. For casual truth the 
instance cited is— 

So the definition of smm is to be found in 

I 

some thing which is not nuioi- This is saved from 
this fallacy through a critical scrutiny of the 
whole process of knowledge. For the person who 
replies the question is in doubt about the number. 
Hence his Cognition is of the nature of doubt 
and hence it need not be auiw- So there is no fear 
of over pervasiveness. 

No doubt there is a part of cognition referr¬ 
ing to the number ‘5’ which is correct. So the 
cognition of five and the means to that cognition 
seem to be swiw. The speaker in a bold surmise 
has hit the right answer. It is only a doubt of 
one alternative. Hence his is not sum, otherwise 
even deceivers shall have to be called authentic 
sources of information. 



Or this dIfSoulty may be avoided by qualify- 
ing Sadhana with the adjeotire ‘pure’ 

It ultimately means that oog-nitloa generated by 
an instrument devoid of defect is validity or 
Novr in this definition if Fsftif^ is used 
is not necessary or cognition born of pure instru 
ments is Thus the real nature of valid 

cognition is mentioned here. ' 

This sort of validity is to be found both in 
memory and repeitition also. Because validity 
means that which is according to the object of 
knowledge? That is why Shri Madhva has 
discarded other definitions given by other sohools? 
For thereby he includes Memory and Repetitions 
among valid pieces of knowledge* 

Even then it is objected that memory wilj 
not be valid knowledge as validity thus dedned is 
not to be found in memory. Thus a doubt is raised 
by His point is that the thing remembered 

is not the same now as it was before* In the 
present the former state of the remembered thing 
has disappeared* Memory does not revive the 
old state that has perished. But memory does 
know that the past state of things has already 
passed. This does not amount to meta-physical 
heresy. But Tarkika does not agree with this. 
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H® contends that there is no such experience 
which would recognise that the past state is a 
past thing* 

Then Sidhanti asks him how to distinguish as 
one valid and the other invalid between a' valid 
experience and memory both of which have the 
same object? The Naiyayiba says that at the 
time of experience it finds the thing in that state 
only. But, in memory, the thing is not in its 
state. Hence the Naiyayika contends that the 
distinction between experience and memory can 
be maintained. But Sidhanti differs from him 
and argues that the form of memory is that 
formerly it was in that condition or states And 
let this knowledge (memory) on this account be 
valid. If that be so, suppose a pot which has 
been turned into red was formerly black. It is 
apprehended as black again* Is that apprehension 
valid ? The Naiyayika contends thus* Therefore 
the memory is invalid* 

But this contention is not right* For 
Naiyayika has already accepted the validity of 
memory. And now to disown it is to be guilty of 
apostasy (Apasidhanta)* For It is abandoning 
one't own sooepted principle. The Naiyayikas 
accepted the validity of memory* Now he has 
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defined Framana as means to knowledge and 
then knowledge has been qualified by uqm or 
valid to rob the definition of its over pervasive* 
nessy as it oovers also Doubt* Then again fearing 
that it included the cause of Smrity also, 
Upalabdhi is farther explained as Experience and 
not as knowledge in general, by Vachaspati* Thus 
we come to know that memory is accepted as a 
valid form of knowledge* Had memory been 
invalid there was no neoessity of including it in 
valid knowledge. All this is corroborased by the 
Naiyayika definition of Framana as 
means of valid experience. 

Besides what harm is there if memory and 
repetition are accepted as valid ? For it cannot 
be said that ail memories and repetitions are 
useless- Besides utility and validity do not go 
together. For a blade of grass of undoubted 
existence assures apparently no service to us- And 
memory and repetitions do serve some purpose by 
affording pleasure or pain- 

The opponent argues that Smriti is not valid 
because it cognises what is already apprehended. 
So is Repetition. He cites a negative instance of 
perception. Again that is Framana which creates 
a quality called iliam which is nothing but mani- 
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festation or srws’gr io the objeot of knowledge? 
as the perception does Memory does not create 
such wraai in the object. For it is the product of 
a!5j?n?r OP experience. 

This is not accepted. For the genesis of wmai 
Is figment of a fertile brain. So, giving up the 
chase of maai if a new definition is given as— 
“That is Pramana which apprehends an object 
(as it is) not formerly known”. Here ‘not formely 
known* is an unnecessary addition* No doubt it 
excludes thereby Smriti from Pramana. But no 
where it Is seen that alone is srmor or that 

which creates monifestation in the objeot is 
Pramana-For the invariable concomitance between 
the two is seen by mere co-existence accompanied 
by .All the three are shown to be 

impossible. 

If the known is to be known again it is like 
grinding the fiour which is already grinded. And 
hence such knowledge is not recognised as 
Pramana* This is the contention of the Meema- 
nsaka. But Sidhanti analyses this contention 
and splits it into exhaustive alternatives. What 
is the meaning of Does it mean that 

another knowledge is not produced in the objeot 
already known? or it is futile attempt; or It does 
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not produce any new result or it produces 
undesirable fruit* And all these alternatives are 
met with a square refusal. 

Thus enunciating a general defiinition 
the different kinds of particular Pramanas are 
taken for consideration* Now perception is taken 
up for discussion. So its definition is given* That 
which Is produced or manifested by a blemishless 
sense is perception* A blemish is that which 
hinders the production of knowledge or perverts 
its production. There is good reason why 
‘produce* and ‘manifest* are both used* For 
perception includes the perception of God which 
is never produced asjit is eternal but is manifested* 
God’s knowledge too is super-senseous and 
included in perception. 

If this is BO) then even Parameshwara might 
be subjected to sorrow and happiness. But really 
speaking pleasure and pain are not merely due to 
perception of objects; but there are other things 
like religious merit and other imperceptible 
factors which constitute the cause of happiaess 
and misery. Because God is beyond those reli¬ 
gious merit and demerit; he is not punished with 
pleasure and pain* 

In Brahma Tarka it is said that perception 
is produced by the sense free from defects- Here 
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the qualified is given more importance than 
the qualification* But where qualification is given 
importance the definition would be « knowledge 
born of contact of pure and defectless sense and 
the object** Here there is another advantage' 
over the first definition* In the first definition 
there was scope both for production and 
manifestation in knowledge. But here production 
only has scope* Thisheing only created perception* 
there is no question of including God’s peroeption 
which is uncreated and eternal & only manifested* 

i Here Nirdosha means and 3351^ means 
intuitional vision as well as sensual perception. 
Thus in this interpreettion there Is a definition o^ 
sieira or perception which is common to both 
human and devine perception. In this context 
means wiC This is the definition of 
knowledge or perception in abstract* By adding 
and ua to this definition you will get the 
definition of instumental peroeption. IntuitloDal 
vision only shows—The word means 

or it will fie applicahie to 

both human peroeption and deyine perception* 
Now the validity of the knowled ge is accepted 
as cognised by Sakshi. For SaksM is known to be 
8 elf=luminious; and apprehends its validity itself. 
Therefore there is no infinite Regress. If so then 



there need be no asoertliiniiient of the v^bsenoe of 
contradictory eyidenoe. But lyheh there is the 
necessity of test the absence of; oOntradictOry 
eyidence Dpust be ascertained^Kow the ;te6t consists 
of an eyidenoe which ascertains the absence of 
hindrence to the generation of valid knowlodge 
on account of doubt , whether knowledge is 
born of a defeotiye sense*; ^ W sort of 

test isheoessary the absenoe'of such contradictory 
eyidenoe will help the SahiShi in apprehending its 
validity. Inference only removes defeiets In 
Budhi. Tattva Nirnaya settles this disoussioni 
It is contended here that the absence of defects 
is asoertainOd by evidences as it is a powerful 
eyidenoe which proves the; existence of a defect. 
Never a doubt is entertained in allplaoes want- 
<only» > 

-Here there is an attempt to prove'irifefetially 
that the eye being contacted, WoUld apprehend 
the contradicted thing or object. NOw we must 
know what is meant by Is it the ball in the 
socket or something else, if it is the ball then 
there Is no evidence like that* • Besides there are' 
two evidences to prove that the! eye apprehends 
things duly contacted* Qne argument is : 'The 
eye apprehendsi an bbjebt contacted because it is 
a sense and it is the nature >of a sonse' to do eu 




like the eenee of smell. V Moreover it is an instru¬ 
ment of knowledge. And the instrament of 
Kuthara does snoh a work- 

in the inference that the eye comprehends 
the object contacting it because it is a sense and 
an instiument- But if the eye means the ball 
6nly then it is eleaf that it has no coiitact with 
the object. If the eye is some thing other than 
the baih then no evidence such a thing. 

There is auiv evidenee whidh proves the 
existanee. of an eye different trora ■ the ball) for 
the reason that the eye gives the peroeption of a 
form» proves the existence of a sense in general* 
Then that sense is not the eye-balf is also proved 
by that vary reason* c > For-; the; eye-ball alone 
without the peroieving subtle eye-sight cannot 
give us pdToeptiQn.; Henoe sonie optic seM 
than the iphysioal eye is proved. Thus in order to 
avert tho faUady of violation of eoncOmitance of 
and . ufaifjn Buperfsensual 
knowladge the meaniDg of contact is made clear* 
Contact is not physical con junction or union; bu^ 
it is in the form Of power or pervasiveness or some 
subtle impression or some property born of the 
practice of Yoga * This is teohhioally called 
If power then ^hy 
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there not be a perception :bf tMn past and 
future- Besides thinga hidden by walls also have 
that potential power and hence one must be able 
to see throi^h thei trails. 

If it is argued that the tephnical Bratyasatti 
takes for granted that there should be no subs- 
stan 06 thick in its constituents in between the 
eye ;and its object fori this subtle contacts then 
any* oblect behind a thick and yet transparent 
ohstaole may not be seen by us. And an object 
too far away ibeyond the range of vision) or too 
near should .also be visible^ to the - eye as there is . 
no tbickf obstaele, between; theha- 

^heh .there is, some . pbjeetlpn from the 
Baudhas w^ ieto that eyerything is momentary 
(lasts for a moment); and who 

propound mutability or JParinama of all things in 
every|moment. At the moment when a thing Is to 
come in to>:.©xiste] 3 Ge'i let it be visible to all- For 
according to bitn its coming, into existence is its 
eligibility for perception ^ And when not comic g 
igto existence also is the absence of eligibility let 
it not be visible to; all* flhus visibility to some 
and invisibility to others cannot be explained- 

This leads to other absardities. For 

If a thing is to be visible without contaot then we 
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dannot explain clearness and dimness in the 
perception of a near thing and a thing for away. 
But in our theory the rays of the eyes are 
attracted well by the object that Is near and are 
poorly attracted by a distant object and hence 
the difference in the sight of near and distant 
objects. 

Very wild imagination is at work in finding 
out the way In which perceptive senses likd the 
eye work. If the rays of the eye contact > the 
object, others suppose that the rays of the sun 
mix with the eye’s rays and bring about the 
vision. Others still object to the going oiii of the 
optical rays. All these objections are critically 
examined and the general definition of the optica^ 
perception is finally settled “as knowledge produ¬ 
ced by the contact of the pure sense with its 
objects.’’ 

This perception is of two kinds C' one is 
physical and another is divine and pure oonscidiiis- 
ness. In Bhagavata it is stated that fire being 
transformed turn into ten senses, along ; with 
Ahankara, All these afe eternal in thier essential 
form* But at the time of creation there is 
creation of the original elemeDts at the time of 
creation. these senses are ereations of five 
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elements and Ahankora. -This is the physioal 
form of the senses* The pure senses are of the 
stuff of consciousness. 

"X 

Shri Madhva here distinguishes himself from 
other systemetisers. Because the Sankhyas con¬ 
tend that the senses are only physical or material 
because they are made of the stuff of Ahankara* 
The Jains think that they are of two kinds : one 
group is made up of Dravyandriya and the other 
of Bhavehdriya. Raghavendra explains these 
two. Skin ahd eye and mind - are Dravya senses 
and smell, liqued, sound and others are perceived 
by Bhavendriyaa- Hence Madhva stands quite 
different from others in his conception of aww or 
perception. Yogateerth refutes the arguments 
of Kapila and Kanada in proving the senses of 
perception, like the hose, the eye and. so on. 

He then illustrates the two divisions of 
perception : One is pure and that is to be found 
in God Vislmu and Lakshmi and the released 
souls Among the perception is pure oonscious- 
ness But the bound souls the perception is 
physical combined with consciousness. It will be 
shown how Vishnu and Lax'mi and the released 
souls havei perception. That perception cannot 
be physical. For they have lost all of 
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physical contact* Therefore their consoionsneas 
is pure. Smriti and Shruti prove that Sakshi is 
pure consciousness is completely immune from 
any suon defects. But the bound souls have both 
pure and phyacal consciousness. Because the 
bound also get valid knowledge and in valid 
knowledge* 

Among the best souls the oonsoiousness of 
Sakshi has unmixed purity, but the middle and 
lowest clas) among souls have both defective and 
pure consoiousnesS are working. For instance, 
the middle class souls have their physical 
peroeptioD botb corrupted and unourrupted 
suoceBsively, and in the. lowest class it is always 
ourrupted. 

Again the bound .souls who form the middle 
class should have an aotuaUng agency to induce 
them to action- It cannot be pure cOnsciousnesB; 
becouse they do not invariably have valid 
knowledge* Therefore the material mind will 
contrive to. arrange all cognltional operations 
there is no necessity of a pure consciousness as 
Sakshi* But this cannot be. For even these 
bound souls have the direct experience of joy and 
grief without the aid of ihferehce. And the only 
agent that cognises direotly grief and joy is 
Sakshi the pure sense of perception. 
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, Now this pure seDse of Sakshi is most power¬ 
ful and its disposals ai’e never proved false, and 
henoe it must be recognised as the pure agent of 
apprehension of internal joy and grief. This 
apprehension is never sublated- H^noe it is an 
unchallenged agency of experience of joy and grief 
If Sakshi were to be very powerful Instrument of 
knowledge it must be phre and without any 
defect. Those whose essential knowledge is 
alwaj?8 dlirrupt and erroneous must have this 
Sakhsi udsibh^^^^c^ cognises the subject 6f 

cognition alOtig with the mode which is not mis¬ 
understood* For instance, a! nian of erroneous 
khowledge has the correct fenbi^J^dge of pleasure 
and pain with their nature; but he fails to know 
these pleasure and pain are real and are controlled 
by God. 

After dividing. Aksha into material and pure, 
the material is again snbd ivided into six varieties. 
Ear, Eye, Touch, Tongue and nose and mind as 
the controlling, agency of these are six. 

In the natural course of thing? after percep¬ 
tion infer en ce is taken for considc ration and that 
also is both abstract and iustrnmental in netnre^ 
Inference as abstract knowledge is called 3rq«irc( , & 
inference as instrument isMpSlled aiTOR wldchi is 






an instrument to arrive at This is 

called ufet, Now upjar is also^ used In the sense of 

or abstract knowledge. So Baghavendra gives 
the derivation of the w6rd. First arwi is derived 
from the root »i! with To this is added the 
termination 7 in the sense of abstract noun. Then 
this IT and ai are deleted and Ih their place is 
inserted. Thus we have 

o 

Now is derived from the root usi and the 
ternaination in the sense of abstract noun* 

Thus we have afro* This word from another 
derivation usaj^lafiiqT we get ufra meaning, the 
inference, as the means to knowledge or inference. 

Here a doubt arises. The word ufila and Tjqqfe 
both mean the same thing. Then if has 

some purpose to serve why not use it here also? 

To this the reply is words have two modes of 
interpretation- On e is called inain mode and the 
other is called subordinate or secondary. When 
gqqlH is used is added to 

it because theire is one good and another 

false If the definition should not be appli¬ 

cable to false ihferehee, and real inference alone 
should be contacted, the word fqqiq is added on to 
it. is implied in the word itself. So the main 
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nffcT: is Qn© wMcii suffers no violation of consomi- 
tenee and henoe has in its very body • 

and ofeRi are not by turns defined 
an4 defimtion. So» is not the definitian of 
and afro is not the definition of araaf* But 
rather sraw is oalled afta? because deriving aisa 
with an Objective derivation means an 

Object to be related. So afw is that which gets 
related with ateaf and henice aiaui is that which gets 
related With atea. This explanation is suggested 
by telling us that iaauT is afsa. 

There is another purpose to serve by the use 
of afta after aiuw. Now different schools adopt 
different-relations between uiea and uraa. Madhva 
rejects them as illogical and unwarrented by 
evidence. And only one regular relationship is 
niaintained and that is or aqififr, Gonoomitance 
between nraW and w is invariable. anPa is 
which means niun is invariably related 
or found With UTsu and this mvariable conoomi- 
tahoe is the attribute Of or ufun. 

Now raifm is defined as 3irs«fiiTW or invaria¬ 
bility of oonoomitenoe. That without which 
something : cannot establish its existence is 
related with it and this relation is called 




The definition of again in Tarka Tanda^a 

is like the followings A certain thing in some 
place at some time, if not associated with another 
thing in some place at some time, cannot get its 
existenc* This iogioal impossibility of existence 
is called or conoomitanoev 

This is; of two kinds. One concomitance 

is positive and another negative* If is proved 
Invariably existing with it; is o^ 

positive concomitance. If on the other hand the 
absence is proved to be found vdtb the 
absence of nm it is amfea or negative 

concomitance* 

After the division of amPa into two* W» 
consider the full significance and purpose -©f the 
negative cpnoomitenoe* If is to be 

derived as one having only 

negative concomitenoe, then how can there be 
association of two non-existing things; It is not 
fair to say that/ Such association Is found* But 
an explanation for , the negative cpncpmitanCe is 
to be found elsewhere. When we wanted to infer 
the existence of a soul in a living bodynn niccount 
of the existance of ]ife> we found the concomitence 
verified only; in a living body and ho where else; 
So, if that - is doubted how prove it was the 




177 


question. So, we ran to negative concomitance; 
and with its help we prove the positive concomi¬ 
tance in the living body* And the desired oonclu. 
Bion is arrived at» 


The meaning of Vyapti is exhaustively 
thrashed out. The first meaning of Vyapti as 
already referred to is that stWT or instrumental 
inference or reason is that which has invariable 
concomitance with Sadhya. This reason need not 
neceesarily be told as existing in Paksha* 

This definition of Reason is taken for consi¬ 
deration. Concomitance is said to be some rela- 

.V 

tion of which reason is one related thing. The 
other is Sadhya. These two might be two attri¬ 
butes and these tWo are of two kinds. Some 
attributes invariably avoid each other. For insta¬ 
nce dependence and independence and created 
and eternal or here is one which has the 

the relationship of concomitance. Here the tvfo 
might be things qualified with attributes, and 
then they might be related, one with the other 
or one of them only related with the other; 
‘ Invariably with the other ’ means having one 
kind of relationship with the other. Some others 
are found one with the other. 
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Thus is being divided and subdivided, 
and is described with those subdivisions. 
Inspite of all this discussion everyone will 
not remember how to derive the knowledge of fire 
from smoke. For the concomitance alone leads 
us to the inference of fire whioh is known to U8> 
This «nc!| or the fan if It is to be the instrument 
of inference, must be first known and its oonco- 
mitanoe also well understood^ In perception, the 
eye by its very existence, serves as an instrument 
of knowledge. But in inference the reason or swu 
or fen known and known as invariably concomitant 
with will lead to inference or avnfefe. 

Here different schools like Prabhakara and 
and Tarkika are referred to- And the relative 
values of their difinitions are discussed- Jayateerth 
uses one against the other and gets rid of him- 
Thus culminating he ultimately puts forth his 
own theory and shows its superiority over all- 

Finally in Tarkika’s opinion it is Vyapti 
and the knowledge of the Vyapya in a . certain 
thing that go to give us the inference. Thus 
smoke on the mount gets itself associated with 
fire through concomitance and these two pieces of 
knowledge should cooperate and combine to 
produce the required Inference- This third 
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knowledge also is essentiaL Without the first 
two the third alone qannot do any thing* 

Now the Sidhanti states his own prooess 
of reasoning. It is not neeessary to presoribe a 
standard and universal cqurse of prooess of 
inference* Where really at the sight of smoke 
you are reminded of the Conoomitanoe of smoks 
with fireV we have no objection to your way of 
process* But where without the sight of smoker 
and with the guidanoe of • elderly people you have 
gathered the knowledge of vyapti, you are reinl-** 
nded of the vyapti and this oombined seiiond 
knowledge alone will arise as ‘this inount' hag - 
smoke concomitant with fire’. And your three 
fold knowledge process falls out* For the same 
happens in the ‘recognition’at the contact of eye 
with the object when it is aided by mental iinpre* 
salons without any intermitant know¬ 

ledge, If the question arises about the cognition 
of the general concomitance, it can be stated that 
it arises by perception or inference or verbal 
testimony as is found shitable on the occasion* 

Inference is of two kinds—one is for self and 
the other, for others. 1)^ knowledge of reason or 
iqT'u along With the recollection of vyapti without 
the necessity of expressing it before others while 
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2) the fiepond ty pe does need expression before 
others, which ia able to create knowledge of 
vyapya or sign. Thereby he suggests that the 
necessity of five limbs of syllogistic reasoning 
is disca>rded« .For when the general concomitance 
Is known and the reason is known to be in the 
Paksba then what else is necessary to pro^e a 
certain thing > 

The process is like this—There is a man who 
knows the fire bn the mountain- Another pomes 
to him who has understood the mountain to be 
without fire and asks him evidence in the existence 
of fire on the mpuntaiH- To him the first man 
tells the . concomitance that where there is smoke 
there is fire- There is no inoonsistency at all. 
Therefore the enunciation of the concomitance 
is the expression of the inference to a second man. 
If this is sufdoient to remind the second man of 
the steps in the reasoning the first man need not 
unnecessarily go throngh other steps before the 
second man. ' 

But it is pleaded that a full fiedged syllogism 
with the five limbs is a logical necessity to remove 
the doubts that rise up- True but even when the 
five limbs are used there Is no certainty that the 
second man would be free from doubts When 
every step is doubted if the first man were to 
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enunciate the five steps it will be an endless 
business- ,So after the Concomitance is reminded if 
the reason is shown and all the doubts are 
removed, then that much alone is considered the 
the form of inference for the second man. But 
really speaking as many of the limbs as the 
second man would require to understand th© 
reasoning, must be Supplied to him and those 
many would constitute the inferenee for others* 
The contention is that there is no fixed rule- 

If indefectible reasoning is inference we must 
know the defects ,in reasoning which are called 
fallacies* Direct fallacies which affect the reason 
are only two : oontradiotiQn and ineonoistenoy. 
First we must know in general what defect of 
reason means. Raghayendra beautifully explains 
what is stated by Jayatheertha. Some thing that 
is the reason or Linga has that power ( through 
concomitance) as instrument (smoke) to create 
knowledge (of fire). But this defect would hinder 
that power and stop creation of knowledge or 
that defect would neutralise that natural power 
and invest it with some perverting power (to 
vitiate the meaniDg through doiibt or perversion-) 

Achaiya mentionB first Virodha dr contradi¬ 
ction because all other fallacies can be included 
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in this and hence it is the most powerfnl fallacy • 
This fallacy Is seated in meaning without passing 
through the word*8o Virodha refers to the meaning 
of yukti or reason (Linga). 

Now Virodha is defined by Jayateertha; Because 
Aoharya has left it so that his disciples should 
gather it themselves from what has been said 
before. The definition runs like this—Contradiction 
is that which refutes the possible relationship of 
Sadhya and Sadhana, which seem to be consistent 
with eaeh other in meaning as Sadhya and 
Sadhana, and incapatiates it in its function as 
Hetu or Reason. Hetu or reason loses its capacity 
in bringing about syntactical oompatability with 
sadbya ataw ) 

The other important fallacy is Asangati It 
Is defined as reason which is not connected with 
Pratijna or General enunciation as satisfying 
the querry roused by it* (The instance of virodha 
is Sound is eternal being ereated)' 

Then the different varieties of Virodha and 
Asangati are considered and vyapti is taken up 
for general disoussion* Some say that the 
relationship of Vyapti should be free from the 
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defective contact of Upadhi- But this is not 
true- For now we are on the verge of absurdity' 
The knowledge of upadhi is dependent upon the 
knowledge of vyapti which again is dependent 
upon the knowledge of upadhi. So we are 
moving in a Circle- 

Then how to establish the use of Sadhya and 
Sadhana ? we may say that we depend upon the 
possibility of the coming inference. Really 
speaking that attribute which does not pervade 
its pervader has ho coneomitahce with it. Before 
inference, if upadhi arises, as vyapti is yet to be 
known, and it is considered not pervaded, it goes 
very hard to establish what is Sadhya and what 
is Sadhana. Because before Vyapti is known, one 
cannot ascertain what is Paksha, or Sadhya or 
Sadhana,and the pervader and the pervaded are not 
yet marked out as Sadhya and Sadhana> Hence 
upadhi cannot be recognised as pervading the 
Sadhya. To this the reply is that the relationship 
of Sadhya and Sadhana is present in our mind or 
the possibility of the future inference would 
supply it. 

Now what is upadhi or Condition on which 
the Sadhya Sadhana relationship is maintained* 
The definition of upadhi is that it is the pervader 
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of Badhya and not pervaded by Sadhana. But is 
this Vyapti with pure or unqualified upadhi ? If 
80 qualified upadhi is not included* If it is 
qualified upadhi unqualified and pure upadhi is 
not inoluded* 

Upadhi oan be defined without the use of 
the terms Sadhya and Badhana. Hence both 
kinds of upadhi oan be included* 

After the inference begins its operation there 
is Satpratipaksha. Beoause by the very definition 
of Upadhi it is not concomitant with Sadhana 
( The inference - there is smoke in the kitchen 
because there is fire - is afiFected with upadhi 
which is Fire under the condition of 

contact with wet fuel can infer smoke; otherwise 
not- ) Sadhana is fire and the upadi, contact of 
wet fuel, being not found with fire in the kitchen? 
removes sadhya or sm oke also from the kitchen; 
baoause the upadhi is concomitant with sadhya 
or smoke* Thus when there is no upadhi or 
contact of wet fuel, there will be no sadhya or 
smoke* That is how reason is counter balanced 
by opposite sadhya 

Upadhi is (is 

the pervader of sadhya and yet it is not perva- 
<dmg the sadhana). Is this the general definition 
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of upadbi or particular definition ? This is not 
the general definition of upadhi^ For take the 
inference : The inherent relation resorts 

to another thing inherently;(u^%?n) because it is a 
relation like contact ( )., Here ( ) is 

upadhi in this inference. Then this must pervade 
the sadbya. But take the universal like 
which resides by the relation of in'nz. 

Therefore there is in yet there is no 

which is apadhi> So it is not pervaded by 
Sadhya. But it is pervaded by sadbya characte¬ 
rised by sadhanat Nor is it the second. For it 
is only qualified upadhi that is defined. But you 
shall have to define pure and uncharaoterised 
upadhi- , 

When thus questioned the Sidhanti replies 
that he advocates the general definition of 
uphdhi* This generaHs inclusive of both qualified 
and pure upadhi. 

Even general expressions in proper context 
become particular expressions. In a special 
context ‘Bring a mau^ means the particular man. 
In the present context we are here discussing 
the cause of the cessation of the operation of 
Anumana. One thing to benoted is that Anumana 
though confronted with a weak evidence, never 
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stops in its operation of yielding a conclusion. 
Only more powerful evidence stops its operation. 

This is not the only cause. The opposition 
of evidence especially of self contradiction enfee¬ 
bles the argument and robs its power of yielding 
conclusion. Contradiction of statement is of two 
kinds. One is of superior strength and another 
of equal strength, self-contradiction is again of 
two kinds* Apostacy or giving up of one’s 
accepted principle is the first and Jati is the 
second. Jati is i contradiction 

in one’s own statement. This Jati again is sub¬ 
divided into three kinds— 1) Contradiction^ of 
one’s own statement* 2) of one’s own system of 
reasoning 3) and of one’s own action. 

Here we must see and appreciate the superb 
skill of Raghavendra’s way of interpretation and 
elucidation. Now a ques^on of logical division 
has arisen* The elements that hinder the Hetu 
or Anumana from creating conclusion are taken 
into consideration. Avyapti or Vyabhiohara was 
found to be one such cause. After accepting it 
as a solid rock to base the origination of logical 
conclusion where is the necessity of Pramana 
Virodha as a separate canse of such hindrance- 
For Pramana Virodhavultimately ends in creating 
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Vyabhichara. This is an objection raised against 
Aoharya’s mentioning of Pramana Virodha as a 
separate cause of blndranoe from Avyapti* 

Here Jayateerth quotes a Nyaya in philoso¬ 
phical humour, in order to brush aside this 
objection. That Nyaya is called sriiw suw- 

OBut how this Nyaya helps to raise this objection 
is not explained* Kaghavendra comes to our help. 
He explains it thus ?rf?i 

3tqj afer: Rfqsrts am fwqwii arasa 

msq ?Fa qsa A mandj- 

cant, if given scope to stretch bis legs inside 
the house, in his enoroaobing spirit slowly enters 
into the house. In the same manner in order to 
recognise the power of contradiction of one’s 
Statement as hindering Anumana to operate, we 
had to recognise its genus contradiction 

of self assertion V and assign a separate place to it. 
Then automatically its another species am’JtfErfl'q 
gets sanction for its separate place to hinder the 
function of reasoning. Now Pratijna Virodha is 
the genus and it ^is subdivided in to Swavakya 
Virodha and Pramana Virodha. A limit viz 
Swavakya Virodha was given recognition and 
then bigger limb got it; This took its 

member Pramana Virodha inside and got its 
recognition. 
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Raghavendra helps tis to nnderstand a 
partiouler unit of sadbya right from the begin¬ 
ning with showing the begiooiog ood end of ^ the 
unit* So long Aoharya showed that swavakya 
yirodha has a separate esistence and function in 
oounteraoting the movements of reasoning* But 
this assertion alone cannot prove its independent 
position. Hence Jayateertha goes on explaining 
away the objection by uafh* Then Regha- 
vendra explains that when swavakyavirodha is 
shown the question of Avyaptl or Vyabhiehara 
does not arise at all; 

For we have made a general assertion either 
as ‘the mountain has fire or has not got fire* But 
the truth of this statement is not accepted by 
both sides- Hence none can ascertain that on 
the mountain where there is no fire, there is 
smoke in order to prove yvabhiohara. 

Next Raghavendra in another context shows 
both the beginning and end of the unit* The topic 
begins with qli?! and ends with 

which is a bit loogway from the beginning* 
When thus a unit is marked out it becomes easy 
for one to follow the argument and get the import 
correctly* ; 

Here begins the consideration of independent 
status of Pramana Virodha* The opponent admits 
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the independent statue of Swavakya Virodba but 
objects to coneede the same status to Pramana 
Virodha* For he contends that when there is a 
Pramana Virodha to a Hetu, it becomes 
which is explained by Haghavendra as not existing 
in the Paksha* Or it becomes or suffers 

Violation of Vyapti as Hetu is found where there 
is no Sadbya- Now snvuu (is explained as) Hetu 
not existing in the Paksba which is nothing but 
a Substance with the attribute(Sadhya)of doubtful 
existence (becausO it is yet to be proved). When 
there is an attribute opposite to Sadhya cognised 
by an evidence in the Paksha, it is no longer a 
Paksba, ^nd its attribute ^ no longer becomes 
the attribute of Paksha^ Hence the Hetu is 
found in the Paksha where already the evidence 
has dethroned the fofUier Sadhya and enthroned 
another in its place. So Hetu, found in Paksha 
where Sadhya is hot existing* amounts to 
Vyabhichara. r 

When such an objection is raised) a suitable 
reply is giyen. In Nyaya Sudhs sometimes it 
becomes very difficult to mark the end of the 
objection and the beginning of the rejoinder. 
Raghavendra is there ready to help us. He shows 
where the objections begin, aisnittinii Maufu sqsrfeci 
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cT^iPr Theh the beginnihg of the rejoinder 

ia laconic. q|[5i a*««ir^^er5n[ ?(«. 

As for the reply, even in (other means lite 
srwa or perception) Pramana Virodha is accepted 
as independent defect because it is not found in 
<tw; hence In Anumana also for the very reason 
let it be considered as independent defect and not 
subsumed under Let us see If Pramana 

Virodha would expose just at the time 

when wni^ci or genetal oonoomitance Is being known 
or when the inferential, operation is over. The 
first alternative is aooeptable to us- But the 
second is unwanted. j?or Pramana Virodha is 
the source from which derives its support! 

Under such ciroumstances we should pefer the 
basic ground (upajeevya) which is Pramana 
Virodha to Avyapti or Upajeevaka. Still many 
more objections areiraised against opponent’s view 
of inclusiveness of Pramana ^Virodha and vigoro¬ 
usly maintaines independence as against the said 

inolusiveuesB of the Pramana Virodha. 

. 

So long the flaws or defects or fallacies in 
Anuman are shown. Now Sidhanti takes for 
consideration) the reasons for Nigraha. (i ) 

This is a signifioant term* Sthana Hhre means 
reason ( fjffTO as in ) and Nigfaha means 
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( ) fallttoies suffibient to declare one’s 

defeat- Hence it is fully significant name as it 
means a flaw in an argument by which a dispu¬ 
tant is fit to be declared ‘defeated’- 

Here Aoharya shows that all these are 
included in virodh and others- But it is not dealt 
with here as it is dealt with? In other places, or 
Aoharya suggests that there so called reasons for 
defeat which do not occur in dileotioal disputes 
are no NigiahasthaiiaB. 

This diale otieal dispute or hatha (I s:*sf) is 
defined as logical discussion in the form of 
sentences in which many learned men participate 
while defining hatha Jayateerth uses that word 
twice- The hatha is the word to be defined; and 
it must be repeated- So one hatha is used in its 
derived meaning while the other is used conven- 
tionally. ( Acharya Introduces hatha thus 
ftaifa Here another word hatha 

should be repeated.) The word is the 

genative plural.of the present participle of wt with 
fif, and is used in the sense of ah agent of action 
(those who know); Discussion of those who know 
deeply- It is used in.plural in order to Include 

dialectical debate participated by two. This is 

a class name though conveying- one 



thing signifies many. Construing this with 
the whole thing means Debate conduc¬ 

ted by the learned) based on thought. Hence it 
is not a light talk in which the learned have 
participated. 

Katha or this discussion arranged is of three 
(typos). They are grt?; sr?*?. we are here face 
to face with the old way of dialectical bouts > in 
which learned pandits seeking recognition and 
reputation* met each other. We read more about 
ancient Polemical discussions in thes^^i on ^snseaflf 
But others admit different numbers of varieties 
under ^«n. Boudhas accept only Katha. Shri 
Harsha contends that they are only srre and (kcfst* 
Gauda Naiyayikas admit four types, gi?) 

Of these is honest and fair, discussion for 
self or for others only with the holy object of 
determining Reality* Hence it is quite distinct 
from the other two. But some times fuus? also is 
adopted ih the form of discussion in order to 
reclaim the good people whd are wavering in their 
loyalty to Vaidika path, being infested with faith 
killing doubts* by removlog. doubts. But this 
variety has other purposes also, ur on the other 
hand is started only with the object of deter- 



193 


mining reality. Those who enter into w are 
disinterested and unattaohed and knowing the 
reality themselves, for enligtning others or for 
their own elightenlng they take to discussions 

On the other hand the pious only enter into 
this sort of polemical discussion for the sake of 
showing proficiency in that dialectical £^rt and 
winning the approbation of the learned public 
and rich patronage. This is known as 

But the last variety fjissl Is between the 
believer and the heretic un^believer. The method 
also is different. For the believer does not 
expatiate upon his cult and criterisn of his faith; 
but on the other hand heenters Into-an offensive 
attack of the non-believer’s cult and tries to 
^ demolish it. 

Here a doubt arises, i^aghavendra presents 
this doubt in all its details and implications. 
is to end in the razing of the citadel of his 
atheistic cult bf the unbeliever tb the ground with- 
out mentioning the principles of one’s faith; As for 
the unbeliever, he should present his case with the 
proper evidences. For the whole discussion 
hinges round, the argument put forth by the 
unbeliever. Then the believer who is the bpposer 
In the disoussion should refute it. 
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But ifi the non-believer too were to produce 
no e^vidence, no didcussion would start. The 
proposer f who is the non-believer would establish 
his own case and also would attack the opposer’s 
argument- 

The< puerry-makers or the Prashnikas who 
are the officers appointed to conduct the dis¬ 
cussion, hays made a rule that after the proposer 
had argue^ that the letters are non-eternal» the 
opposer only should disprove his arguement, 
,!^hen.the proposer reargues his case; and this 
f .mhflt be refuted by the opposer. Thus we cannot 
say that he. who enters into fgdsi has not; got 
generally) his; isidev iHence dtds said in Brahma- 
tarka A without swerving from his 

prinoiplesv Therefore ;there is . mo contradiction 
of the statements in Brahmatarka. 

Only men nf equal learning can take part in 
this dispussion^.^q those who take part in 
must bO: exa^p^ed first and then they must 
be aUowed tp-take part, in the discussion. This 
test must be done by For in the other 

two. tkerOj :WPul^ not be any test to proye the 
equality ofith©gtWP learning; while in vada 

you cap; yery fairly judge the superiority and 
inferiprity of a persouj in learning. Thus when 
the equality of the two is, establiened then they 
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must be allowed to enter into-tbe llste of diale¬ 
ctical feats. ■ - ’ 

If on the otherhand one is aocepted as pf 
superior learning in the public he need hot be 
subjected to test for eligibility in disoussion. If 
men inspired with emulation and rivalry ponapete 
in vada, they indulge in frivolous argnments, 
arrogant answers^ and indecent terms* Hpnoe 
they are said to be forbidden. But they may be 
allowed if the offioers of the debate like the head 
of the asaetublyv the assexnb{y itself and ^the 
Onerry makers are etrictly assertive, For they 
are able to control thCm by striotly eOfofoing 
the rules on themv 

Men desirous of both conquest and quest of 
truth may engage themselvea in ura. liot their test 
examination- For he can win riot only approba— 
tion but also some money from the head of the 
assembly- ^ ^ ' 

Finallly it riiay lie surrimed up that Jalpa 
and Vitanda may deteririine the superiority and 
inferiority or victory. When the equality of the 
two is established, then will be determined the 
result of the disoussion of the Reality or nPrutb- 
But even men of equal qualification seek Jalpa 
and Vitanda when intent on gaining rnoney 



using the frandulant oiraft of dialectioal skill. In 
the same manner men of unequal ability 
engaging in Jalpa or Vitanda, the one of superior 
intellebt and hence victorious, gets decisive and 
determinate knowledge and victory . Still they are 
tempted to fall into discussion of the type of 
or PraiT. Therefore this is not proper that such 
'discussions of or fhavr. Therefore it is not 
proper that such discussions should be instituted. 

But this is not a wholesome argument. For 
the only fruit of Jalpa or Vitanda is the 
fraudulant trade of dialectical skill. Other 
aoretions are there; but the main fr^it is the 
foul exhibition of dialectical skill shown in the 
discussion. 

If there are no other ways of testing the 
the ability of the debaters, ! then discussion is 
taken recourse to. Then • as there are other 
motives for polemical debaters than delineation 
of truth, namely wealth, reputation and others, 
ttey may enter into jalpa or vitanda. 

Here what is the implication of this ques¬ 
tioning ? 1) Bo you mean to say that the sort 
of discussion they enter into, may be called 
>jalpa or vitanda t 2) you intend to say that the 
said disoussion cannot be called vada? 3) It is a 



different and new clasB of debate born of the 
combination of vada and jalpa? 4) It cannot be 
called when two reasons stand to give a name? 

All these four questions-are supposed to be 
adequately replied to, by this one statement of 
Aoharya << when there are two such reasons for 
the debate to be named; it is also called jalpa. ** 

Jayateerth gives an exainple of such, a word* 
The word gat is of that type. In the Nyaya Sutra 
of Jsimini aumsi?rti 5i3?wer. is used in the 
sense of sum and siirii- The is called both 
Framana and Prameya- This 537 or balance is a,, 
knowable object or Prameya when its oorreotness^ 
is to be judged with the help of another balance. 
But when the balance is used to weigh gold and 
ascertain its weight* it is the instrument of 
knowledge ( siw>r )t Thus there are two reasons, 
inhering in the. substance; for the use of two 
terms- 

Now it is implied that though vada can be 
called Jalpa yet the name is Principle and 

is secondary- For the Nimitta for aw is 
Superior in strength to the Nimitta for This- 
avoids equality between the words aw and 
which are used for debate. This is shown by the 
explanation of (brings-about decision 
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and viotory). But this explanation cannot explain 
the superiority of utwfiroru over siu For we do not 
find any standard of measurement to ascertain 
their respective measurements^ If without the 
standard of measurement, the superiority is to be 
ascertained even or victory stands supreme* 
But the vivarana has significantly used 
as the first member of the compound which 
shows its priority or superiority over the second. 

We are aware that the first place in the 
compound alone d^nnot assess the value of that 
member. ' But when usually it is to be uSed 
second, if it be used in the first place, then it 
invariably Signifies superiority. But here We do 
not find such exceptional preference shown to it. 
HeUce somu other reason is being shown here- 
To settle the priority of use in a PWaiidva 
domp6und>the number of syllableB is the oriterian. 
That which has fewer syllables is used first. So 
the compound should have been 
Therefore with a.;view to give stress to priority 
of Ucufawar, it is used a first mem her in the 
Bwandva Compound. But this rule of fewer 
syllables is not an invariable rule. 

Hence this explanation is not satisfactory , ; 

So another explanation is given. The deba¬ 
ters should win the approbation of the members 
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of the aesembly in order to anppress the keen 
desire to get victory over the opponent, u’^his ■ 
direction given by Aoharya ; clearly shows that 
more importance is given tb the iknowledgs) • of 
Truth than to the acquisition of fame or victory 

The sub-type of Katha is determined thus 
openly by the eligibility Of the. debaters* ’But 
inVardly. their motive by i^whiohiiUthey are 
actuated ilQ thp disbussion, ^settles the' <kmd of 
Katha they are ? going to begin. ■ ; Therefore ■ 
again of the three types the Veda Katha is the 
most important and highly "respected ‘ Katha • i 
Because in the type of test discussion on’some, 
occasions when" the examinee i i makes certain 
statements only^ without any evidences,' they are 
accepted! This may be lOlearly seen rln the 
discussion in which Yajnavalkya entered;; with 
Shakalya. The context is this : “Oh'Yajnavalkyaj 
what is the numher of gods Thus ’ asked 

by Shakalya ‘‘Thirty three'^ replied Yajnavalkya* 
A bare statement without any evidences* Shakalya 
did not ask him proof of his' statement* He 
felmply said ‘yes^ Thus Shakalya' 

accepted it. That this is a test discussion cap be^ 
proved by the previous context* Raghavendra: 
quotes the whole of the Upahishad which forms; 
the text in order to prove the natute of the: 



disoui^sioii^ into which both' entered. Snoh things 
happen only when the debaters have confidence 
in each other, regarding their reliability. Such 
oonfidenoe of reliability is shown only in Vada 
Katha and not in other types: 

In the course of description of the ancient 
system of dialectical disoussionvAoharya gives us 
an idea of the sort of assembly and the head of 
that assembly and the Querry makers. All these 
must have faith in the Supreme God Vishnu, 
they must be free from evil attachment and blind 
passions. They must be all well initiated into 
the lores concerned. If the office bearers are 
sometimes unable to follow the argument^ it is 
the assembly which should decide the merits and 
drawbacks of those engaged in the discussion- 

Even the well qualified office-bearers are 
sometimes, for extrenious reasons, found unable 
to follow the argument, on account of in atten¬ 
tion misunderstanding and such other reasons. 
When all these are afiected with some sort of 
disabiUty, even learned men that are absent, may 
intervene and give their decision regarding the 
issues in the discussion. Thus fairness and justice, 
par excellence, should be assured to the debaters* 



Some details regarding the conduct of the 
discusBioD is given so that the debatres should 
not go astry, , led by their whims and idiosyne 
raoies* ; In Vada and Jalpa both proposer and 
opposer are allowed to establish their own view 
and to refute the view of the opponent • The 
really pious, desirous of establishing their 
favourite view, should put forth evidences from 
the vedas* The impious non-believers are allowed 
to use inferences also> If Proposer produces > 
sacred evidences from veda, the opposer if he be 
a believer in veda should not brush it aside but 
give it a different iuterpretation based on the 
contradiction of peroeptipni and other portions 
of Veda. He should also show /that canons of 
interpretation like and gqdgw (Beginning 

and end of the oomposition) go against his 
meaning of the Veda* Besides the opposer should 
also show how these Canons of interpretation go 
in his favour- 

With regard to inference} when it Is used to 
convince or convey some meaning to others, we 
need not bind ourselves with the number of the 
limbs of the syllogietic form as having five or 
three or two limbs. These are useful only to 
convey meaning to others. So if the other does 
not require the Scheduled Course of Inference 
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mere Vyapti or general concomitonce should 
be cited. 

After finishing Aoharya goes to verbal 
testimony. It is defined as flawless sentence or 
statement. Following Brahma Tarka? Agama is 
divided into ever lasting and temporary or 
composed and revealed* Revealed is eternal and 

composed is non-eternal* 

\ 

Some like Kanada propound that the word 
or Bentence conveys its import or meaning through 
a process of inference. To refute this theory the 
question is analysed into two alternatives; whether 
Vakya the qualified (with aiWc^) is uUutS or the 
attribute aiWta is Anuinana* The first al ternalive 
is taken lip viz Vakya is Anum ana. The form of 
argument is this: the statement has its iheanihg; 
For it is a sentence* So where there is a sehtence 
there is its meaning. Where there is hO uieanmg 
there is rio sentenoC. The first is Anvaya Vyapti ■ 
or positive concomitance; and the sCeond is 
Vyatireka Vyapti or negative Vyapti* These two 
are spatial oonoomitances* These are violated in 
Akasha or the sky* For there is Vakya in the 
Akasha but there is no meaning in it. In the 
same manner whenever there is Vakya there is 
Vakyartha and whenever there is no Vakyartha 
there is no Vakyh* These' two are • temporal 
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ooncomitanoes positive and negative > They get 
violated in Time In the past time when the things ^ 
of the past time are gone there is . Vaky a but there 
is no Vakyartha; for these things are gone. Akasha 
does not give support to Syntaotioal arrangement 
of a sentencet Besides, sentences of Past and 
future and their meanings belong to different 
times. 

When the sentence' directly yields meaning ; 
it is useless to infer, the meaning from the 
sentence, But^, / if inferenoe is used only to < 
infer that a sentence has its meanings i? then it 
leads to (giving up one’s faith) For 

the ancient Naiya-yikas have agreed that Takya 
yields its'meaning just as a logioal mgn leads to 
logical conclusion. 

Now Vakya is (one'having the mean^ 

ing of a'sentenoe). < What is the relation between 
the sentence and its meaning? It is the relation 
of reference Bht if it is some 

thing different from this, is it identity or contact, 
or inherence. The relationship of identity leads 
to many logical oatas trophies* The word fire 
when nttered should burn the-utterer. The .word 
pot referring to pots of future or past belongs to 
past or future. So the relationship pf identity is 
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not possible* Shal^da according to the Naiyaylkas 
is a Guna and hence Samiyoga another Gona 
cannot reside in it. 

Shabda is the Guna of Akasha* Hence it 
cannot stay else where by Samayaya. 

Then Prabhakara defines Pramana as 
in order to exclude from Pramana. For he 
does not agree to include memory as a source of 
valid knowledge (fufiisifartw# ai^wfuj)- Now the 
Sidhanti asks him bluntly which is that Smrit* • 
which he wants to exclude from the group of 
Pramanas. 

When thus cornered he defines as Rcann 
3rawT«WT^«l5i5>l?^Rone that is produced by a peculiar 
cause which is very near(the effect). Raghavendra 
explains this as follows and brings out every 
significant point to the notice of the reader. 

That sort of knowledge which has 
for itself a peculiar cause like the contact of the 
object and the sense,- brought about in the very 
previous moment, without allowing any hindrance 
in between the two. This is and it is disti- 
nctly different; from 5uih which is not reliable 
knowledge,in his system. For no doubt memory 
also is produced some time immediately after 
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the mental impresBioB is cheated. It is born out 
of a long collected impression* It is also produced 
only by the contact of soul and mind which is 
Common contact in all cognitions* Thus to avoid 
over pervasion into this Smiiti or memory, the 
the adjectives like ‘immediately born and peculiar 
cause^ are used. Finally It is said to be stw«t or 
oognition to avoid over pervasion Into a. piece 
of cloth whioh is also invariably born or produced 
imihediately after the peculiar cause of the 
conact of the threads. 

^ow Sidhanti asks the fundamental question 
of why Smritl is not Pramana* For all the 
adjectives that are added to define .^nib and to 
exclude Smiitl from it, cannot disqualify Sihriti 
to be reliable knowledge* 

For, is Smriti invalid knowledge ? Or though 
valid is it different from or experience T Or 
for having no bontradiotory evidence to disprove 
its invalidity? Or for haying no evldence to prove 
its validity ? Or has it a contradictory evidence ? 
These are very searching questions* Hence it is 
very diflSoult. to give a satisfactory reply. For 
example there is a contradictory evidence, if 
Smiiti is not accepted as valid* Then we cannot 
produce any evidences in bourt* Because when 
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.there is any dkpute regarding the past, the 
witneas summoned before the court would cite 
only what he recollects from memory^ If memory 
itself is invalid no witness can cite his memory» 
when cited no court can believe, it. So the whole 
of the Legaljpfpcieidure will be up set. 

The objection is that memory is valid in 
^ repeot of thmgs " enjoyed in tte past, not inde- 

pendehtr;;^) hut it is valid because it is rememhered. 
Thus through inference what is remembered is ^ 
considered valid. But when we oonsuit our^ 
experieDoe,,it denies this round aboiit procedure* 

,If in direct experience you bring in inference even 
in the peroeption: of a pot by-viaual * contact you 
shall have to reooguise inference as the instrumeut 
of the knowledge of pot-; For in ‘I perceive 
the pot’ it may be inferred that the perceptual 
vision, is the Tesult of thie"'action of the instru- 
ment, for the actioh ’(perception) is such that it 
is produced hud has the object* Thus We may 
idler the cause from the result. 

But;^^ the recognition of Smriti as valid' 
knowledge necessitates the recogDition of mental 
impression as the special source of knowledge like 
perception. Then we shall have to give up the 
theory that instruments of knowledge are three. 
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This.rihental' impression cannot be subsumed 
under one of these threei 

To this objection kcharya replies that this 
Smriti is born of mental perception and not 
of mental impression*. Therefore the charges 
that were arraigned against iis are baseleBS. This 
smriti is actuhl visualisation by the mind* Just 
as yogies of ^tra ordinary vision jpiower see the 
things of the ^ast and of futuire as if they are 
present by ihWan^ mind geared to past 

and futtife, charged with spiritual energy, so also 
the things of the past are enjoyed by the mind 
by full visualisations All sacred' literature bears 
testimony to the fact that the mind o the yogies 
with ^hat esoteric power visualises past and 
future thingst^ ' 

If without mental impressions of the previ¬ 
ously experienced things those things are to be 
remembered, then let there be remembering of 
■ things that are not previouBly' experienced. But 
this objection is baseless; for mental impression 
is an essential part of accessories required for 
memory-vision. ‘ This impression serves the 
purpose of ^Contact between the for gotten thing 
that iS;Tevived andi the mind ^hieh then visualises 
the forgotten thing-. I had seen before’’ 
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thus the mind realises and remembers^ Thus the 
Sakshi cognises* On the strength of the experi- 
enoe of Sakshi memory is raised to the status 
of perception* 

Thus there are three instruments of knowledge, 
which produce valid knowledge) of these three 
the vedas alone are capable of being Instruments 
of knowledge in respect of Brahma. For shapeless 
things like Brahma cannot be the objeot of 
perception nor can Brah m a be inferred* For 
infei’ence is based upon invariable concomitance. 
Once when the Yedas are discarded no Vyapti or 
concomitance can be established in respect of 
Brahma. Forwe can raise upadhi and Pratipaksha 
In all plaoes. But with the help of Vedas, easily 
we cannot set side upadhi and PratipakBha. We 
have already established the validity of vedas. 

This new Adhikarana consists of two siitras* 
contrariety against veda, froni inference is 
considered here* If such contradiction of infere- 
nee were to be considered in every Adhikarana) 
as these seemingly vaM inferences are in 
numerable, the work will never end* Besides 
this sort of mdulgenoe afiects the very essence of 
the nature of sutra. Eaghavendra explains how. 
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One of the essential qualities of a sutra is uWrarq 
(having the essence) which means 'conveying 
meaning not obtained any where else. The Sutra 
loses this quality as every Adhikarana is to treat 
the subject of contradiction of yukti or Inference. 
If on the other hand the yukti virodha is to be 
treated by implication, then this Adhikarana need 
not begin its mission; for the previous Adhikarana 
has already done that work of refuting al^ 
contradictions of inference by implication; and 
henoo individual sutras need not be constructed 
for this purpose. 0r Kaghavendra suggests that 
this sort of indulgence affects another essential 
quality of Sutra and that is which not 

only means the application of a particular rule 
to similar instances in different branches of the 
same veda; but it also ^means the refutation of 
the many contradictions of inference in many 
places by implication* So individual refutation 
is not necessary* By doing so this essential 
quality of a sutra is affected. 

But here some strong uncleared doubt rises 
up; and hence the present Adhikarana ir ay best 
be devoted to do this work. Now the op^poser^s 
doubt is strongly presented. No doubt opposition 
of the sort of ‘absence of fruit of attempts based 
on Veda* and opposition by the absepoe of the 
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quality of reliable speech are cleared. Yet earth, 
water, and such Insentient things are attributed 
with knowledge, speech, and hearing powers of 
sentient beings, in the veda* 

Now it is shown how a special doubt is built 
up< In veda we find sueh silly statements as ‘the 
earth spoke’ ‘water spoke’; These take for 
granted that such inauimate things as earth, 
water, and fire have consciousness, intelligence 
and speech* This runs counter to what has been 
established by invariable concomitance. Hence 
inference stands opposed to these vedic statements. 
So the form of the peculiar doubt that has been 
raised is as fpllowsH . These Earth and water and 
Fire are said to have the qualities of sentient 
creatures. These Vedic statements are Contra¬ 
dicted by veasott, as the statement ‘the sky 
is blue’ is done* (For the sky is supposed to be 
colourless)* When these statements are not 
reliable and valid, other parts of Veda which 
state that Narayana is the creator of the world 
are equally invalid* This we can infer by reason' 
(by the dictum of Jaimini This 

part of the Veda is invalid because it is a vedic 
statement like the above statement («5?^fr)* 
Henoe that part of Veda which states that the 
cause of creation is Narayana is invalid. 
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This is a serious blow to the theistio ooncep- 
tion of Brahman* In the mean while some 
temperary argument is improvised to set aside 
the olaims of the opposer to disprove the validity 
of Veda. In the previous Adhikarana (« 
a reasoning has been set up which retrieves the 
validity of the Vedas when it was at stake. But 
that argument is not applicable here. For there 
it is argued that Veda is invalid because one who 
does worship according to the rites, laid down in 
the vedaa does not get its fruit- But this is not 
BO sound an argument as the failure to get fruit 
might be due to inefficiency in the performance 
of the vedio rites. If on the other hand, invalidity 
is based upon the eternal nature of the vedas* 
the failure to g<-t fruit is there to invalidate 
the Vedas. 

That opposition of reason, there in the 
previous Adhikarana is explained as having no 
Concomitance and other requisites of inference, 
But here the opposer’s argument is very sound, 
as it is equipped with all the requisites of 
imferential reasoning. Hence this opposition of 
reason is very strong and requires special treat¬ 
ment- Besides the Sidhanti’s position is very 
weak- For ‘Mrid u? cannot speak’ is an establi¬ 
shed and unshakable fact well supported by 
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cODComitanoe and its denial is attended with 
opposition from most powerful perception. But 
it la Veda that tells us something about the 
anoient earth which is beyond the power of 
perception- Hence Veda is upajeevya and yukti 
cannot oppose its own feeding instrument of 
knowledge- Even this stand is very shaky and 
only proves the Sidhanti’s weakness- For when 
facts are established by invariable concomitance 
and other basic accessories, Inference stands 
invincible and cballanges any opposing instrument 
of knowledge. 

Just inferring insentient nature of the earth 
from its being earth, we then infer that it cannot 
speak- This inference strongly opposes thp vedio 
statements- Hence the opposer sums up his 
argument thus:- Vedio statements like ‘the 
Earth spoke’ and others being opposed by reason, 
are proved invalid and other vedic statements 
like adt watih are also Invalid. Hence 
Brahman is not the cause of creation which was 
so strenuously proved by showing that Brahnian 
alone was the import of all vedic statements- 

How the Sidhanti begins his counter attack. 
Mrit is not the earth, but some mysterious and 
immanent person who is beyond our senses) and 



who is consoihus and chetana. He has been 
endowed with miracnlous and mystic powers of 
becoming invisible and others. It is such wonder¬ 
ful Chetana that is referred to in and not 

the insentient lump of earth, unless and until we 
admit this esoteric meaning the opposition cannot 
be reconciled* When refers to a sentient 
being you do not find the reason or Hetuj viz* 
the insentient quality Mritva in this* If for the 
reason of mere word you think that the insentient 
quality is in Mrit you will be reduced to the 
ackward position of attributing to Mrid horns 
and tail'because the word is used as one of the 
many names of Mrid. Even if you read insenti¬ 
ent Mrid here, still it will not lead to invalidity 
of veda- Eor Mrid is taken as the name of that 
sentient being. It is accepted as a name because 
Mrid has not got coonotativ© power 
to connote sentient being- 

But how to explain the use of Mrid to 
connote sentient being is a difficult problem of 
of semantics* The Bidhantl accepts primary 
connotation* Because the sentient being has 
presiding power over insentient Mrid and hence 
it is primary meaning of the word Mrid. So 
though the sentient being has not got insentient 
quality of Mritva in him, yet the sentient being 
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has oontrolling power over tlie insentient Mritva 
(this is also included In connotative power) Hence 
the word connotes the sentient being primarily* 
But this word Mrid also connotes insentient 
Mrid) but not in contravension of the first 
meaning, but in a subservient way of being as it 
were a body to the soul. 

Then continues a long discussion over this 
topic of double connotative power of words. 
And at last it is concluded that the word Mrid 
has the primary connotative power to signify 
the over-lord sentient being of Mrid,; and 
Subordinate to that the insentient Mrid . is 
conveyed by that word* Because the presiding 
power sustains the existence of the thing presided 
over. Hence it is subordinate to the presiding 
pawer. 

Hence Shruti does not merely mention tHc.- 
Chetana Presidiug power but it also mentions the 
Achetana Mrid along with Chetana* If shruti had 
meant to mention only Chetana then of 

Fire and others would not have been mentioned* 
(Combining three elements at a time). Then in¬ 
sentient things ought—not to have been mentioned 
in Nigama, Nighantu, and Vyakarana. Therefore 
along with ^Chetana power, even Achetftna is 
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mentioned and one cannot reejct it. Therefore 
by higher primary connotation the presiding 
Chetana alone is conveyed by words like Mrld * 
and others. Yet the word § or but is used to 
assert that by the ordinary popular power of ■ 
connotation^ the other Aohetana also is signified. 
In instances like (the fire saw) only the 

Chetana Is oonnotad (in manner) as mentioned in 
residing in the body of these 
ache tana things^ by the word a^funTfit. Thus 
and others are justified* Though Veda 
ordinarily mentions ‘work and deity’ 
yet that is the higher primary riieaning. The 
word 5 in makes this very suggestion 

which is niade by it here. The higher primary 
connotation is justified by the controlling power 
of the chetanaj which is signified by 
which means ‘one who controls the subordinate'. 
The reason for connotation is both controlling 
power and residence in it. Just as the word suit 
gets the full higher connotation fulfilled in the 
king as he has controlling power over his army* 
This has. been mentioned as the method of 
signification of higher controlling power of a 
word. 

This big paragraph belongs to Parimala and 
Raghavendra very liberally provides elucidations 
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enriching them with learned allusions, deep 
significations, happy oonipariBOiis and enlightning 
illustrations* He is never stingy of exprefsions 
where they are justified by necessity* He 
marshals the whole of the Shastra which he 
presses into his service* A single Particle 5 has 
called forth this lengthy explanation and Ragh- 
avendra lavishes his rich bounties upon the 
passage* Then inductively Raghavendra arrives 
at a general-truth. It is not a sweeping assertion 
but-well based on data with unchallanged 
veracity* Here at the end, his generalisation is 
that in the previous Adhyaya in all the Adhi- 
karanas, it is a rule that the reasons made 
available and applicable by the Sidhanti against 
the opponent are of larger implications being 
more soundly based on invariable concomitances 
than those, called into service by the opposer. 

The opposer has again an objection against 
the very beginning of the further course of 
discussion* For ail opposition from reason or 
inference has been set aside in the previous 
Adhikaranas Just in the Abhimanyadhlkarana 
specially strong opposition of reason also is 
explained away. 
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To thia objection the reply is that the 
opposer has a point to make, which is not discu¬ 
ssed so far- When reason is fortified with a 
sentence against the statement of veda, how to 
come to a decision t This is the doubt raised, 
by the opposer and the Sidhanti replies that the 
stronger arguments of Sidhanti would carry the 
day as reasons or arguments have prominance 
in the decision of the conclusion. 

Here it is suggested by Raghavendra that 
mere arguments cannot be proved to be stronger 
and only when they are corroborated, by vedio 

J 

statements they stand unohallanged* On the 
other hand the opposer’s arguments are not 
corroborated by . vedic statements and hence 
they decline in power. 

Thus the arguments in these three Adhika- 
ran as can be arranged in ascending order as 
opposition from. 1) arguments 2) from stronger 
arguments 3) from specially strongest argume¬ 
nts beginning from ?i When this 

opposition is ably met with by Sidhanti in this 
Adhiksrana, the anounoement. made in the 
Samanvayadhikarana is fully justified on rational 
grounds. Ultimately this Adhikarana finds a 
proper place in the long discussibn that is going 



on; and tlie present AdUkaraua has a unique 
subject to discuss, as it is not discussed before. 
Besides, the Agamas that have been summoned 
by the opposer as evidence are found weaker 
(liable to different interpretation) than the 
Agamas of the Sidhanti ^npt yielding any other 
meaning)* Hence it is very easy to come to a 
decision* 

Now the opposer’s yukti or reasoning is put 
forth* During Pralaya there is*^ the antecedent * 
negation of the things to be created. For before 
the pot comes into existence there is . the 
antecedent negation or non being of the pot. 
Bo also before creation of Mahat and others 
there are their respective anteoed^ent non-beings^ 
Though these are many they must be accepted 
as they are warranted by irrefutable evidences, 
in preference to God who is single and yet not 
warranted by evidences* 

Besides every reasonable investigator shall 
have to admit the antecedent non-being of every 
effect because it is invariably found before the 
effect and it is not utilized for any other purpose* 
For that is the cause which is invariably found 
before the effect and not utilized in producing I 
any other thing. No doubt there is the antecedent 
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non-bding'of a destroyed thingj and also there 
is mutual negation of ^ in «re and of to ’u to, 
and these are non-produotiTe. To avoid the 
violation of this causal law the antecedent non- 
being of an effect is qualified by antecedent 
non-being “of a thing to be produced”; and 
‘antecedent’' which excludes both sfraraiuura and 
wa, from this concomitance of antecedent 
non-being being the cause of the effect- 

In the Sutra sfjirauwwcsrta 

represents the-view of the opposer* Then aiu?f 
is negation or non—being- But the Sidhant* 
interprets it as something > which is the counter 
Part of some Abbava or negation. 

But if the anteoedent negation is the Cause 
of creation} for the same reason God also becomes 
the cause of creation. The opposer contends 
that God is not Abhava; but it is Bhava and 
hence it cannot rise to the status of cause to 
which Pragabhava has risen being Abhava or 
negation in nature. 

Every effect has its material cause- So the 
effects like Mahat and others require Pradhana 
for its material cause* But this argument is not ' 
sound. Because, the opposer contends, that 
God cannot be proved to be existing; and hence 
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the Pragabhava which is the agent eanse of 
creation becomes material cause also just as in 
Ad Yalta system Brahma becomes the agent cause 
of the creation, as well as material cause• Besides 
that the non-being is the cause of the 

creation is corroborated by statements in the 
(awa: 533aTiu?f).- you cannot object to this interpret¬ 
ation of Veda on the ground that ai^ci has been 
attributed some sort of being or Because 

Shruti is strongly confronted with infallible 
reasoning; and becomes ready to forego its appa¬ 
rent meaning why ? You can even attribute 
some sort of. reality even to Asat as it is 
predicated with snulcT- 

This argument clearly proves the connection 
between the conclusion of the previous Adhi- 
karana and the beginning of the present Adhi- 
karana in which the opposer sets forth his view 
of the non-being nature of the cause of creation. 
That conueotion or link is an exception 
to the conclusion of the previous Adhlkarana* 

At the end of the first Abhyaya it was argued 
that Asat meant non-being; and yet non-being 
subordinate to the will of God means God by the 
rule ‘ any meaning suborbinate to some other 
meaning gives place to the superior meaning.’ 



221 


Thus aiH?T means Brahman. But in that very 
Adhyaya this sort of connotation of Brahma by a 
higher mode of interpretation makes compromise 
with its primary meaning and allows it for the 
continuation of yerba! communication in the 
world. For this primary meaning has 

been supported by strong reason. 

O 

Here Bagh'ayendra reveals a subtlety of 
interpretation. For the relation of Reason to 
Revelation will be mutually dependent if Reve¬ 
lation or Veda depends on Reason for conveying 
primary meaning. Again Reason for its own 
validity waits for corroboration of Veda. But 
this is not so* For Reason only vitiates the 
meaning of Veda like 'Reality alone was there at 
the beginning*- Reason needs corroboration by 
Shruti while contradicting this Shruti and not 
when proving non-being to be the cause* of 
creation. Because that is independently proved* 

The opposer now puts the whole argument in 
a sucoint form. Asat or negation is mentioned 
In Shruti as the agent cause of creation. Even 
inference deduces the same conclusion. Therefore 
Abhava or negation is the agent cause of creation* 
The opposer has thus argued out his case. 
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Herein the place of Abhava, Asat, is used 
for two reasons 1) Sutra must follow Shruti 

and in Shruti Asat is used* 2) And Asat 
can be a word which by derivation from the root 
aiw to be means a positive thing from and 
For the reason of being positive (w^) the cause 
is inferred to be and for the same reason even 
in Pralaya God is inferred to be existing* 

Negative non-being or antecedent negation 
can never be the agent cause of creation* Because 
by nature it only negates the existence of some 
thing. 

Raghavendras adds a note to this ‘‘ The 
argument ultimately resolves in to this* The 
antecedent negation of such and such an effect 
cannot be the agent cause of that effect, or just 
as Sankhya admits Pradhana, and Advait admits 
Brahma to be both agent cause and material oause, 
80 also the opposer should say, to be brief, that 
the antecedent negation is both the agent cause 
and material cause of creation* Hence the 
Sidhanti negates causal agency in general in non* 
being: much less can we posit causal agency of 
creation in a negative, thing* Otherwise' it would 
have been absurd to deny antecedent nagation 
its causal agenoy of creation, when only antece- 
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dent negation of each effect is going to be proved 
the agent cause of that effect- 

Besides both in Shruti and Sutra, only 
singular is used. (That the opposer cannot accept 
plural will be shown later on). Nd doubt it is 
concluded in the previous part of this work, that 
the respective antecedent negation is the agent 
cause of the respective effect. This is not in 
. contravensipn of the first statement- Because 
the particular conclusion is accepted as a stepping 
stone to general conclusion. Along with causal 
agency, the state of material cause also is derived i 

Now we must understand what is (or 
doership)Agency or doership presupposes purpose' 
ful activity in the form of desire or will and effort- 
So in the tree stands, the of the 

tree is only technical and not real. 

No one is willing to attribute this sort of 
® purposeful activity to antecedent negation and 
much less to any negation. Hence it can not be 
the of creation. 

Now can be interpreted in two ways 

1) Having intelligence for its cause, or invariably 
concomitant with or iatelligenoe. The second 
type of concomitant Budhi is not to be found in 
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antecedent nagation. Hence it cannot be the 
agent cause of creatipn. Even in God though the 
the first type of purposeful activity cannot be 
found because it is eternal yet the second type of 
Budhi (pervading) is to be found. 

\ 

The opposer again contends that the nature 
of negation is not to be found in God 

who is accepted as the creator of the world. For 
he is called in Sutra and Shruti- Merely on 
account of the absence of the antecedent 

negation can be denied 

The Sidhanti’s reply is that potter and God 
who are accepted as agent cause, though they are 
positive, have this form of negation (srihusi) of 
the type of mutual negation (which is consistent 
with its positivity). 

Another objection is that potter that is the ^ 
doer has no negation or and mutual^ 

negation which is has no But the 

opposer forgets that both potter and mutual 
negation or (difiTerenoes) are one and the same 
in essence and hence there can not be raised any 
such objections 

Now in the Sutra the doer or creator called 

is said to be only (ww) of the essence of 
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or negation* What is the signihoanoe of ‘only 
or qiq’ ? Such adjectiyes qualifying a Hetu are 

usually justified on the ground of averting viola¬ 
tion of coDOomitanoe, or wnfsT. 

The explanation is that the doer or karta 
or creator is of the essence of negation, though 
it is a positive substance* But it is not merely 
of the essence of negation, because in the Sutra, 
afaqqqra does not mean mere qfqqq, without the. 
mediation of attributes the substance itself 
directly being of the essence of nfaqq or negation.. 
This is to be found both in and quctfr. For 
through attribute though it is positive yet the 
substance is agreed by both to be of the ossence 
of qfuqq or negation- 

But how is tl)is found out.?' It is explained 
that the word uiq means ‘Totality’. And there 
is no one thing in whibh there is total negation* 
For the other also admits some positive attri¬ 
bute in sjqTq which is the form of iqqq* This is 
the meaning of arraqquiqfqrq, in which the positive 
nature is made subordinate to negation* This is 
made clear in aivnusr {only rice is eaten)* Here 

means‘all’* But all that is eaten is not rice 
alone; for, along with rice condiments also are 
eaten* Therefore by secondary mode of inter¬ 
pretation qqqiq means, with rice in preponderance 
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other condiments also are eaten. Therefore by 
secondary mode of interpretation as(5t?ira means^ 
rice in ■ preponderance and other condiments 
in subordination to it. Here also in st%vsT 
by conventional secondary mode of 

interpretation, Negation in preponderance and 
positiveness in subordination are signified* 

If antioedent hegatioh were creator,it cannot 
be or oonsoious* It need not be doubted that 
some negative entity> like some positive entity 
may be conscious* For it is most unreasonable to 
accept consciousness of negative entity though 
both of them are unrelated disregarding the 
naturally related unconsciousness vrith negative 
entity* This sort of freedom in thinking leads to 
such absurlty as to accept smoke and reject fire ' 
(though concomitantly both are connected)- This 
is nothing but bidding good bye to all rational 
thinking. Ifam^r is not accepted as the creator 
then you shall have to admit Asat 

and Brahma as two different entities. Hence we 
must say that they are two different names of 
one entity. But if antecedent negation is accepted 
as the creator of its respective effect, there will be 
many negations as there are many effects prod¬ 
uced. Hence there will be many entities in 
according to the sj'Btem of the opposer* Besides 
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each antecedeut negation is destroyed by the 
production of its effect* So the oppo^er cannot 
be said to have admitted only one entity as 
the creator. 

Now Sidhanti accepts Brahma as one entity 
and as the creator of the world. His argument Is 
that the creator one or many must have Single will 
and effort in the attempt of creation. But many 
independent entities cannot entertain one will, 
and oannot make one effort which are the nece-^ 
ssary pre-requisites of production or creation. 
Hence Brahma, the creator is one entity and 
not many. 

But according to the opposer the antecedent 
negation of each effect in the world being related 
SB cause only to its effect there won’t arise any 
question of singleness of will and effort before 
creation. For each antecedent negation of eaoh 
effect becomes its cause independently of others. 
Hence there ari^’es no question of one will and 
one effort of one entity, yet what we have 
already said must be recollected here. 

But this sort of idea that positive things 
have negative attributes and negative things 
have positive attributes, leads to promiscuity 
and confusion in the arrangement of categories^ 
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In logic* No evidence can prove contradictory 
attribution to substances* Besides no relationship 
can be established between contradictories * One 
thing can be attributed to the other only when 
they are naturally related to each other* White¬ 
ness can be attributed to a piece of cloth because 
they are naturally related* But unrelated Meru 
cannot be attributed to Mandara. In the same 
manner it is impossible to show any relationship 
between being and non-being, which being 
contradictory of each other can never be related^ 

When thus accosted Sidhanti says that 
attributedness is nothing but qualifiedness; and 
attribution is qualification. For that which is 
qualified by an adjective, is its substantive^ and 
the qualifying adjective is different from it. 
Being and non-being^ have been seen as adjective 
and substantive* Otherwise you will have no 
cognition, of the type of ‘Pot is no piece of cloth’ 
or ‘non-being is knpwable’ That is knowableuess 
is attributed to ‘non being’* 

Besides it is not relationship that settles the 
state of being an adjective to some substantive. 
Qnalifiedness by some adjective is the nature of 
substantive* There is some relation or connection 
between ‘Pot and a piece of cloth’ yet there is no 
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qualifiedness. Even unrelated (either by oontaot 
or inherence) ground and non-existenoe of pot 
have qualifiedness. 

Contradiction or identity have nothing to do 
with q^ialifiedness. Eternity and non eternity 
have qualifiednesB. For the^sky is eternal and is 
the substantive of the adjective ‘Sound’ which 
is non>eternal> It is only some special verbal 
power which brings about this relationship of 
qualifiedness. 

Till at last the Sidhanti admits that inspite 
of this apparent promiscuity of being and non- 
being, we can yet have a definite conception of the 
distinction of these two (Being, and non-being)- 
That is being, which is known to us in the first 
cognition as positive and that is non-being which 
is known to us in the first cognition as negative. 

Now a pot appears both as positive thing 
(a pot) and as a negative thing (in its antecedent 
negation). Yet in the multitude of things that 
which is known in the first cognition as positive 
pot, is a being or vim as a pot and that which ig 
known as negative (as antecedent negative) is 
non-being. 

The pot, as a substanoej (ui(S) isvim and not 
on account of quality or w, it is a positive thing 
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and hence pot is '>(IW or being. It. is conceived as a 
positive Bubstanoe) in the first instance* No 
doubt both substance and quality are identical 
and yet on account of some intrinsic merit 
inhering in them they stand separated for the 
purpose of practical use, and thus they are 
dififerent, as substance and quality* Thus 
substance in the first conception stands as positive 
and not as negation of another thing is a being* 
But the non-being in the first conception is 
cognised as the negation of its counter part* 

Thus pot is first conceived as pot a solid 
positive substance and then it is known as the 
non-cloth- In the same manner the antecedent 
negation first is known as * negation ’ then is 
known as ■ knowable’. 

S 

Thus the evidences, the opposer had produced, 
are shown to be oontradicted by stonger evidences* 
Now this theory of ‘ creation out of negation’ 
will be shown to be leading to an absurd conolu- 
slon of the world being reduced to colourless 
nullity at the time of Laya or universal destruc¬ 
tion* But God and others stand undestroyed at 
Pralaya* It is not possible to set aside God, and 
attribute creation to some negation or nullity. 
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Here a point of grammar has been raised by 
Jayateertli. Acharya uses in Anuvyakhana 

Knowledge and its objects 
are considered as support (afrart) and hence 
locative is used after (knowledge). This 

support is both primary and secondary- Here it 
is primary support that is meant. 

When the opposer supports his side with a 
number of arguments, the proposer or Sldhanti 
contradicts it with his own argument. 

Now this universal destruction cannot cont¬ 
ravene the rule of general destruction, (jeneral 
destruction always excludes the destroyer from 
destruction; hence in Pralaya Grod is excluded 
from general destruction- To this argument add 
one more : No time is without a oonsoious soul; 
hence in Pralaya time also a oonsoious being is 
inferred to exist, on the analogy of the preseht 
time. But time itself may not be questioned if 
it exists or not* For denying the existence of 
time is knocking the bottom out of all arguments 
based on the frame work of time and space. 

Both soul and God thus have this existence 
in Pralaya. Now a rational explanation is given 
for the existence of soul or Jeevatma. At the 
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time of Pralaya religious merit aud demerit are 
there. They require support and Jeeva the soul 
is the only legitimate support of these two. 
Hence Jeeva as the support of must be 

existing even in Pralaya. 

Or this argument argues the existence of 
God in Pralaya. For God is not a passive support 
of but He is the active controller (3!fqc5ii|) 
of Because are insentient and 

constitute a cause for some effect. Hence they 
need some one to guide and control them, as a 
dagger* In Pralaya the soul is a mere support 
of these two. But God alone is the controller, 
or which is defined by Baghavendra as 

‘one who induces the cause to produce the effect*. 
Or one who uses it at his Sweet will, or one who 
is the controller. 

Here the final syllogistic form is this: 
Dharma and Adharroa existing at the time of 
Pralaya, are presided over by some body. For 
they, constituting cause, are insentient like the 
dagger. 

The logical reason in this inference has two 
qualifications. Rnghavendra justifies the existence 
of the first qualification viz, < Constituting a cause*. 
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Mere in Bentienoy is to be found in ‘ DeBtruction 
and absolute negation’ which need no controller 
being mere negation* But they do not constitute 
a cause. Hence there need be no violation of' 
Vyapti or cpnoomitanoe of and 

These negations though insentient yet 
do not constitute any cause* 

Pralaya being distant in time) is invisible to 
the eye, is yet, comprehensible through Inference 
and hence acceptible to us* 

The series of creations is produced by the 
constituents of the series which do not make a 
visible series; because it is a series like the series 
of (Araneya Santana' of fire begotten of (Arani) 
fire producing stick- 

Here we have a conception of creation which 
is an endless flow. Raghavendra explains this 
conception which inevitably leads us to presuppo¬ 
sition of Pfalaya before cereation. Atoms are in a 
regularised course of combination into two, those 
again into three and those again into four till there 
is the last combination which gives the final shape 
to the finished product This is the flow of creation 
when things are reduced to original atoms in the 
reverse process. This flow is stopped but another 
flow is there in its place. So* though there is no 
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Identity yet there is continuity as in the current 
of water. So, when there is a flow just before it 
there are the component parts of it viz atoms in 
vast clusters* This is Pralaya- The piece of 
wood which produces fire by attrition continu¬ 
ously throws out a jet of fire one after another. 
The same jet is not there. Before one jet dis¬ 
appears there Is another occupying its place. Thus 
there is continuity. This leads to a State when 
there was no jet of fire. That is its Pralaya. 

We must closely follow the argument. 
Sidhanti pressed the opponent to accept ajsss as 
the cause-general for all eifeots- This ai5«5 is 
nothing but and aieid. This at the time 
of Pralaya is the general cause of future creation* 
It Is 3T3CS that proves the existence of Pralaya. 
So Sidhanti challenges those that do not accept 

as the cause of creation, to produce evidence 
to prove the existence of Pralaya. 

Then Leelavati Vardhmana tries to prove 
the existence of Pralaya accepting Paramanuvada 
or Atomic theory of creation. Creation is a flow 
or flux coming one after another. Dissolution and 
creation, dissolution and creation continues 
eternally. Creation out of atoms and then 
dissolution into atoms. In this continuous flow 
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every creation pre-supposes dissolution* Without 
the assertion of 31365 thus Pralaya is proved. 
In one and the same place at one and the same 
time there cannot be two flows; hence one course 
is destroyed and in its place out of the same 
material another course begins* Hence creation 
presupposes dissolution. 

But Sbidhanti does not try to contradictor 
refute these arguments here* But he puts forth 
counter arguments based on and proves the 
existence of Pralaya; No doubt Uiiand ajeni are 
Super sensuous and hence cannot be perceived* 
Yet Devadatta’s body is ^ product of Devadatta’s 
special quality* For it' is a product and a means 
of experiencing pleasure or pain* Now there is 
speciality in the pleasure and pain of every 
individual which can be only accounted for, by 
the 31365 of the man. Thus 3 r |65 is proved as the 
cause, as Without its presumption the variety in 
effect cannot be explained* 

Again if one performs one gets 

heaven. If one kills a Brahmin- one will go to 
hell. Yaga and killing happen and perish the 
next moment* If they do not exist just before 
the effect is produced (viz heaven and hell) how 
can they be connected causally? So Yaga and 
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killing produce 3?^ or and qw which exist till 
they produce long time afterwards, heaven and 
hell. Thus sfi'cs is proved to exist. 

Adversaries produce many counter inferences 
and also have shown loopholes in the inferences 
that have been launched to prove the existence 
of Pralaya. So Sic banti does not like to 
continue with arguments but in such questions 
thatfare super-sensuous the only recourse to take 
to is Verbal testimony which include autborless 
Vedae. authoritative Smrities a-nd popular 
Puranas, and itihasas* Already we have shown 
that the Vedas are valid evidences to prove the 
existence of ‘Beings’. So the existence of 
or is warranted by verbal testimony- Tbus 
at the time of Pralaya Jeeva or soul as the 
support of 31^53 and Paramatma as the controller 
of are proved to exist- So it Is far from 
truth to say that beings in general are not 
existing In Pralaya. Then Prakriti also is proved 
as the material cause of so many effects. 

In the first Sutra of this Adhikarana an 
inference was adduced to refute the agency of a 
negation or non-being: Now also a positive 
argument to prove that the world is created by a 
sentient being is adduced with an illustration- 
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In the world we find an effect like pot having an 
intelligent agent like a Potter. Accordingly why 
should we not infer an intelligent agent in the 
creation of the world ? 

When Sidhanti pleads for inference it is 
supposed that only inference aided by Agama is 
meant* Unaided inference is powerless to prove 
conclusively in things beyond the senses- Besides 
Vedic statemehts well be asoertained and 
confirmed by inference or Yukti are infallible. 

Thus refuting Inferential argument in favour 
of negation, being the agent and the agency of 
God,, in the work' of creation was established 
through inference only- 

But now the Sankhyas come forward and 
object to the refutation of the theory in which' 
Brahma is said to be the material cause of the 
World, by the argument that Brahman is different 
in nature from the world. Eor they argue that 
infbit'enoe is unable to prove or disprove anything 
as one inference can be pitted against another* 

But if the inference is soundly based upon 
perception or Agama, it cannot be easily dislodged* 
Sidhanti defends the validity of inference taking 
his stand on this sound basis* Sutrakara cannot 
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reaBODftbly ooodemn rational thinking in general 
having first proposed t® discuss about Brahma 
through rational investigation, only baseless or 
wild or wanton arguments are condemned and 
discouraged. Thoughts deduced from life or 
revelation are Vehicles of infallibly truth- 

Thoughts are various no doubt as they come 
out of different minds- On that account if all 
thoughts in general are condemned, this thought 
also Condemning all thoughts, stands Condemned 
by itself* 

Now we come to the last Sutra of .this 
Adhikarana. In the course of the critical review 
of other systems the Sutrakara, refutes Sankhya 
and Vaisheshika. Some say that of these 
Vaisheshika is more violently attaoked by 
Badarayana, in spite of the fact that Vaisheshika 
is a theist while Sankhya is an athiest But this 
is not correct. For the point at issue is that 
Brahma is the cause of creation* This is the 
view of the Vedantin- Now who^ is the greater 
offender of this truth ? Sankhya does not beliOve 
in the existence of Brahma; much less does he 
believe his being the cause of creation - So Sankhya 
is unacceptable to the Vedantion* But Vaisheshika 
is leas unaoceptible to the Vedantion. Because 
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Vaisbesbika admits the existenoe of Brahma and 
also his being the agent cause or efl&oiont cause 
of creation. He does not admit only Brahman 
being the material cause of creation. Hence 
Vaisheahika is less unacceptable to the Vedantion. 
There maybe other reasons that the Sankhya 
believes in (a theory that the effect is 

already existing in the cause) is out of issue* 
Hence we need not take that into consideration 
while comparing the relationship of these two 
systems with the Vedanta* 

When this interpretation is not acceptable, 
we must find the right interpretation* Bo long 
the doership of non-being was refuted and now 
the doership of Jeeya or soul and other theories 
are condemned* Here doership merely means 
causal relationship* 

Now begins Bho^tridhikarana* In the last 
Adbikarana opposition to the theory of Brahman 
being the cause was set aside by very powerful 
reason or inference aided by corroboration from 
Shruti. Here the contradiction is rendered null 
and void by a reason lent by a combination of 
Shruties and hence the inference is rendered very 
powerfubThereby it is shown that in the previous 
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Adhikarana the interpretation of the Shruti by 
Sidhanti is accepted because it is not in contra¬ 
vention of the primat^y meaning* But in this 
Adhikarana the interpretation of Shruti by the 
Shidhanti (unity of place and other things) is not 
to be accepted because the primary meaning shall 
have to be given up. So it is found that reasoning 
is more powerful. So the relationship is the 
counter-illustration. And this is in accordance 
with the statement in Anuvyakh'yana(>sfan’nuwiT:) 
the. Yukti has the corroboration of Shruti, and 
has the reason lent by the combined Shruti. Thus 
Yukti is of two types. 

It is contended that Bhokta or Jeeva or 
soul when completely released? becomes one with 
Brahman. As this is told in Shruti they both 
(Brahman and Jeeva) are one. Therefore it is 
not reasonable to say that Brahman is really the 
cause of creation* 

To this contention the Sutrakara replies that 
this identity is only figurative or formal (as in 
wordly parlance)* This is not essential identity 
but identity of place or opinion. When water is 
added to water they are said to be one oh account 
of occupying the same place (identity of place)* 
Men of different opinion, coming to an agreement 
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are said to be one on acodnht of oonaensus of 
opinion' So also Brahma and MuktaJeera attain 
the same place and have the same opinion. 

But here it is objected that when primary 
meaning is available it is not good , convention to 
use secondary meaning. 

To this, Sidhabti replies that if real identity 
of JeeVa and Bfahina is naeanti it it the identity 
of two that were identical first of of the two 
not identical. This is not identity of feall^ 
identical- 

Shruti declares the identity 
of all with the highest and imperishable' 
is the verb uScii. This verb is called in gramin af 
fsq fornii and is defined by Pahini,' thus 
fvqftsuln (srij?) Formerly they were 

different now they have become one, when 

this is the sense usedv So here tjiflruqfh 

cannot meah the identity of the really idehtioafj 
because the form is used* So does not 

allow us to say that those that were one first 
become one* 

But one thing distinctly different . from 
ahotfaor thing can never become one by any 
means. So Jeeva esh^ntlairy differehi from 
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Brahman oan by auy meansbeopmo'One with him^ 
3ven in Mukth 

Praihad oatngorioally denies the possibility 
of one entity beboming another by any means* 

^r?r etaaiwi irimi Much less the identity of 
the soul with Paramatman, That identity is only 
unreal or illusory- ShH Baghavendra tells us 
that the verse quoted is from Vishnu Purana- In 
Eatha jjaRiw qg ai?*ia Pure water 

added to pure water becomes like that (and not 
one with that). 

(may be possible as in the World) is 
now interpreted In one way. Now it Is interpreted 
in an other way j» “In the world no one takes pot to 
be one with a piece of cloth. Pot>vm^^^^^^ 
different from .cloth: SOj the reasoning of the 
Opposer is not logical. Hence the soul is not one 
with Brahman; but he is different from him*'. 

Now begins Before this in 

BhoktridhikaFana the oontradiction frominference 
Was refuted by sound inference. And in Asadha- 
dhikarana this inference was strengthened by 
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corroboration from an irrevocable evidence- This 
Adhikarana oollecits a unique group of evidences 
like reason supplied by Smru ti,and reason supplied 
by many Shruties in war alli&nce against the 
coming contradiction. 

Just in the previous Adhikarana^ the theorist 
that propogates Brahma undergoes change, 
contends that the enjoyable world is accepted as 
identical with its respective material causes not 
in contravence of the variety due to change- 
This identity of cause and effect as in pot and its 
earth is accepted in the World. Then Sankhya 
theorist argues that if the enjoy Or in his natural 
form (the soul) is proved bysBbastra to be identic 
oal with Brahma then; let the enjoyable thing, 
which is identical with its material' cause Brahman 
be enjoyer who is identical with Brahma- Those 
things which are identical with a commoh thing are 
identical themtsSlves- But this is not a desirable 
thing- For foam and waves are each identical 
with the sea and hence should be identical them- 
selves- But foam is not talked as wave nor a wave 
is talked as foam in pfactical life- So the rule 
above cited is Violated. So it was refuted in 
Bhokhradhikarana. Now cause and effect are 
differeht according to the theory of Vaiaheshikas, 
in nature, purpose, and naming in practice. For 
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exftpLple the nature of'tfg is and the nature of 
ire IS which are different. The purpose of q?, 
or piece of cloth is protection from cold. While 
the threads cannot serve this purpose. One is 
called ’ (cloth) and another is called ‘ ’• 

Thus on many counts there is difference between 
the cause and effect. Hence world cannot be, 
identilal with Brahman. This is the gist of the 
contents of the present Sutra. 

Now the present Sutra is explained. The 
world which is the effect is not diffrrent from its 
cause Brahma; because there are Sbrutis like 
and others.; But Vivartavadi says that 
he accepts the difference between things that is 
essential for praotical purposes in life. But this 
difference is practical or phenomenal and not real. 
Hence really the Brahman, the cause is one with 
the sky and others that are the effect* For they 
are never found to exist without Brahman. (This 
Is Identity with Brahman ) This is known from 
vedic texts 

Now the first interpretation is refuted- Onp 
aboepting Brahma as the material cause should 
be made the opposeip. But Vaishesbika and 
others do not belong to this group. So how is it 
possible to accept idontity, #ith Brahman ? It is 
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not evOn pOsBible to istate tha.t the world is 
identical witli Brahman. For do the Ved,ic texts 
state directly the identity of Brahman and Jagai? 
or through the material cause whibh 

undergGes chap^e becoming id’enticai with effect 
? In the first the lump of earth and other 
things are rpentioned. Hence there cannot be 
identity • In the second let there be identity 
between the cause and effect. Between Brahma 
and Jagat there cannot be identity. For the 
world is not the changed prod act of Brahman* 
Therefore the question that how is the world 
identical with Brahman stands unsolved* 

- Another Shruti U!n«Jasi?r is 

cited to prove the identity of Brahman and world. 
For the ShrUti states that by the knowledge of 
Brahman, the knowledge of all: things is secured- 
This is not possilde if Brahman is not identical 
with all things. 

But this is not so- Because in the 

Sutra includes only such Vedic texts as are 
similar in pontents. So those that propound 
causality of the world and identity with the 
worldy should be oboflen< ; / 

E ven if identity is meant let us ascertain 
what kibd of identity is that* Is that identity' 
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the identity between eynonyme(like and 

or is it of the type of cause and effect and sts)’ 

. The identity of the first type, the autrakara 
cannot state, nor can shruties propound. For 
Brahma is changeless, and the world is subject to 
changes. Hence they are not like Pika and Kokila* 

Now the second alternatiye is identity as 
between cause and affeot< This is not possible* 
Because Jagat is not the effect of Brahman. 
Hence this causal identity also is forbidden* So 
the identinty is of some different type viz* 
subordination* Brahma is master and Jagat is 
dependent on it- There is the same sort of 
figurative or formal identity as between the master 
and the seryant* 

; Now the theory of illusion or Vivritayada is 
refuted* The Sutrakara does not mean that the 
effect the world is an illusion* d oes not 

* . D 

mean illusion. Otherwise Brahman also would be 
an illusion. 

True it is that the world cannot subsit with¬ 
out Brahm ah* This does not mean that it d oes not 
exist at alb It exists being dependent on Brama* 
If it means abt^plute non~exi8tence> Jeeva also 
should have no existence at all* If a qualified 
tiling is denied existencej only the qualifying 
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adjective is denied its existance*. But the 
Substantintive is not negated* ‘A Snataka with 
dirty clothes should not bathe; mettns only dirty 
clothes are forbidden. While Snataka is free 
to bathe with clean clothes In the same manner, 
the statement <The world has no existence apart 
from Brahma cannot deny existence to existing 
. world,beoause existenoe is warranted by evidences* 
World as different from Brahma is denied. But 
vprld eMsts as essentially as Brahman. 

If the world is illusory (as the illusioniat 
tupposes) it shall have to be imposed upon 
Brahmaii. To explain this illusion no one says 
that the world is different from Brahman. 

For to explain the super-imposition of silver 
;on a conch sheir hb one says that mlver is 
different from shell. Thus the Sidhanti goes on 
Boratinisin g the theory of illusion. At last he 
asks a ques tion. JSuppose the world is an illusion 
or it is unreal* Then how can it be non-differerit 
(or one with) from Brahman ? If the world is not 
one jvith Brahman, in any way then there cannot 
be a-ny other cause (fpr the world) than Brahman* 

In no way can we explain the illusion 
theory. For there are ho sound proofs, to prove 
it* But the Sutra has supplied the reason like 
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verbal Now let us consider bow 

tboB text explains the illusion of the world- Does 
that state directly.that the world is an illusion or 
through the eSect ? If it is direct} then how is 
the world illusion produced by Brahmi. For 
there is reference to lump of earth and other 
things. There is no reference to Brahma-illusion 
(Brahncta appearing as world), in the vedio text.. 
Bo world illusion cannot be explained in anyjway. 
In the second alternative how does the vedio text 
prove that Brahma appears as world It is 
contended that ail modihoatidn or change is fahe 
Or illusion- The world is Brahma modihed, and 
hence is false- But this contention also isspediotta. 
For in the previous Adhikarana it is proved that 
world is not the modification of Brahman- Hov 
then it is proved that the World is non-d^ffereni 
from Brahma ? Raghavendra thus gives the 
elucidation of the verse of Aeharya. 

Therefore it may be reminded that the 
bondage is real and without the grace from the 
Lord it cannot be removed and hence to get the 
grace of Brahma, we must undergo the discipline 
of Hearing, thinking and meditating which 
constitute Jijnasa- 

Now the production of pot depends upon 
another cause which has existence and power» 



249 

TPithout depending upon tto agent or potter. On 
the analogy of this, creation of Mahat and others 
^depends upon another Independent cause whose 
existence and power do not depend upon the will 
of the agent of creation or Qod. Because it is 
the action of the agent in respect of the produ-^ 
ction. Like the -oreation-or production of pot, 
also it is production* Or Mahat and others attain 
the state of production depending upon an 
independent cause other than the agent. For 
they are effects like pot* And many more such 
inferences are adduced in favour of an indepe¬ 
ndent cause .ntptier than Brahmain. Hence these 
infailil^le inferenees,gb agaiDSttWSutra statement 
that Brahman has the monopoly of being the 
vindependent cause of creation. 

In the same: manner in the place of * another 
cause’ you substitute * locus ’ (Adhisthana) of 
illusion* An independent ‘ locus ’ will be proved 
which also runs counter to the Sutra statement 
that Brahman is the only cause of creation. 
Eaghavendra fully elucidates this point and its 
implications and respectfully makes a reference 
to Ghandrika where this topic has been fully dealt 
with* 

Even Shruti alsoi supports this series of 
inferences by stating that Brahman is one of the 
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causes and does not. deny the possibility Of 
another independent osuse* Even if Shruti 
opposes this possibility vof another independent 
cause and has undisputsd authority on account of 
its being authorless, still the inference also Is 
unohollengable and invincible on account of its 
manifold number thsit has rallied round its cause. 

Trenched behind this powerful argument the 
opposer propounds that there is anindepent cause 
other than Brnhman; based upon sound reasoning 
wbioh cannot be brushed aside* 

Then the Sutrakara contradicts this sally 
of opposition in this Adhikarana; and Categori*- 
cally denies the possibility of an independent 
cause for creatiou other than Brahman* 'What 
cause is there for creation is not different from 
Brahman (that)’* Had the Butrakara simply 
stated that there is no independent CUuse for 
creation then Brahman also would have lost his 
independence. But by what the Sutrakara states 
it is found that He (Brahman) alone and 
not another is the Cause of creatiom Acbarya 
uses fg (because) in order to show that his state¬ 
ment also has the support of evidences while the 
opposer’s point of view stands unsupported by 
any evidences (utU'U 
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- ^ By the Bhiiiii it is skated that there 

is n9 cause other than Brahman. But further it 
is stated that, there are other causes like primer* 
dial matter apd other things. When these two 
seemingly contradictory statements are reconciled 
' it means that there is no independent cause other 
than Brahmah' But there are dependent causes 
other than Brahman in the creation of the world* 

What ahoiit the inferences that have rallied 
rhund the opposers banner to uphold bis theory 
of ah independent cause of creation other than 
Brahman? We do ad mit that they are many* But 
they are all spent Up(energy) battery as they have 
no support of Shruti-These inferenops are recharged 
only When they are supported by Shruti. Such 
aided inferences are on the aide of Sutrakara and 
hence the inferences cited by th© opposer are 
rendered nullj and void. 

These ineidental causes like material cause 
are all dependent on Brahman for their exietenoe 
and aotiyity. But such causes also are necessary 
for the creation of the World Elem¬ 

ental causes (srvafihuu:) are hot stated here as 
dependent. Yet else where (in s«i ^4 all 

these are stated to be dependent entirely on 
His sweet will. 
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It sliotiM not be objected that in tbe Shruti 

it is stated that both 
tangible (wd) and intangible («wd) objects wera not 
existing at that time in Pralaya* For independent 
of Brahman they were not there; but eiveh then 
there were many that were dependent on him. 
This is known from the shruti itself* Though in 
the beginning all things are denied existehpe yet 
in another statement Bhruti posits the existence 
of cwu which is nothing but Prakriti. So the 
negation at the beginning is not absolute but 
limited. So independent there was none. Depe¬ 
ndent there were many. 

Further this supposition that God banks upon 
the aid of dej)endent entities like' Prakriti and 
time for his creation) leads to the bankruptcy 
of the BO called unlimited resourcefulnesB of 
God. When invariably the aid of Prakriti and 
time is heeded) these cannot be ocnsidered as 
dependent. Those strong reasons contradict the 
theory of the dependence of God on Prakriti and 
othars in his activity of creatiomBecause it affects 
unlimited immensity and infinite wisdom and 
inexhaustible Strength of God* 

To this objedtion Sutrakara replies the depe- ' 
ndenoe on Prakriti and independence of Bftihmhn 



253 


can be shown to be compatible^ on rational basis. 
There are also corroborations from other Shruties. 
Previously quoted shruiies may yield to diversions 
of meaning. But the present ones nnambiguoiisly 
Btate. tbat the creation in which the agent cause 
is God is the effect of the material cause iike 
Prakriti and nthers whioh are dependent on God. 

God is the only independent cause: He has 
the oapaoity to create ,the world even without 
the aid of Prikriti and others. Still it is His 
sweet will (not enforced by any body) to use 
Prakriti Kala ^and others which are fixed and 
invariably used causes whose existence) activity 
and knowledge; are - e n ti r e 1 y dependent on 
Narayanas 

But others interpret this Sutra in a different 
way. In means both canse and 

effect; and the Butra means ‘If there is cause like’ 
pot and they are one; and vice versa’. (This is 
the second Sutra in the Adhikarana. The first 
Siitra and its zhidnterpretation are already!: 
noticed and reviewed. So the second sutra and 
its mis interpretation is taken for critical royiew.) 
For this identity of cause and effect the evidence 
is presumption or ^ Arthapathr 
means ‘that whioh holongs to the.^1^^^ period of 
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time’. Effect tiiat comes iii existence In later 
period of time is already existing before its , 
production (in its cause). wulcT) Obje¬ 
cting to this when effect’s existence in the 

cause is doubted the reply is given iii aw? swtsnn 

V-. 

It does not mean that effect was non -existiDgi 
Because at the end in the statement you read 
‘nwutcj ’ ‘it was existing’. Erom this we know that 
the effect is not ainsi or non-existing; but it is 
called non-existing only from the point of view 
of another attribute. 

Now follows the sutra UcStJ 5f35riaTi'5U. Many 
reasons are adduced- Sankhya reasons are quoted 
from his Karika:- (ata? aisJit«ira aaauaT 

arami stctpw For 1) 

Non.oxistii^ cannot produce; 2) 1?he cause 
is causally related with effect; 3;) Because all are. 
hot produced by all (one cause is, related with 
one effect)- i) The inherent power of dausis, (if 
that cause is not related with the effect) cannot 
produce the effect, 6) Gaiise transmits itfi nature 
to effect- , 

The songata also presents certain reasons for 
the existence ef the effect in the cause even befdre 
the effect is produced. When the effect is different 
from the cause^ if the effect is to reside in the 



cauBe, does that reside in a part of the oause or 
in the whole of itv In th? first alternative we 
oannot make any parts in the part of a oause* 
If the effedt is to reside in the ^hole of the cause 
or thread as there are many threads there will be 
many effects. Ji really there are many effects 
one for each thread^then when one thread moves 

'. -I 

the other should not move^ v iPhe same piece of 
cloth shall have to be called both moving and 
not moving which is absurd. S'or all these reasons 
the effect is not differenti from the cause says 
Saugata. This commentator quotes Vedio texts 
to substantiate his statements. 

Then comes the sutra Just as a piece 

of cloth when folded is unmanifect and when 
expanded Is manifest so also effect is unmanifest 
in the stage of cause and by the active effort of 
the agent the effect becomes mahifest. Hence 
oanse and effect are one. 

V Another instance given is vital breath 
and its varietiesv Just as Praha and Apana and 
others oontrblled by the discipline of Pranayama 
recede into the causal substanoe Prana, only 
sustain life breatli and do not exhibit expansion 
and contraction. IBut when that discipline is 
with-drawn Prana does the work of saataming 
life breath us well as expansibn and oontraotion' 



Now leaV^ing the work of serutihiBlOg v^bether 
the verbal interpretation of the stitraB adopted 
by this oomtnentator is correct Or not tb the 
readers, only the consitenoy of thought is taken" 
up for critical survey. While #eking identity of 
effect with cause* experience is being flouted j as 
effect and efficient cause are invariably found to 
be different in the mundane world* If identity is 
sought with the material cause ; it iS'of no use for 
the present. What is needed by this commentator 
is the identity of this mundane world with 
Brahman. But Brahman is not the material 
cause. Besides material cause is both identical 
with and different > from the effect; Hence the 
commentator is foiled In his eflorts* 

On this a great discussion ensues. At last it 
is shown how absurd it is to believe that the effeot 
is already there in cause. For all effort to produce- 
the efifeot and to destroy it is futile. But the 
opposer argues that in prder tq explain production 
and destrnctibn, manifestation and disappearanpe 
are accepted. Kaghavendra explains at length 
how this new explanation of manifestation and 
disappearance also invites the same logical rebuffs- 

For people say that a pot oonieB into exiStb-^ 
nee when that manifestation beobmes manifest. 
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The wheel, rod and all justify their funotion only 
when manifestation is manlfested,Again> after the 
club destroys the pot there is diBappearanoe bf 
the manifestation; hence the pot does not contihue 
to exist after destruction* The use of the plub 
is justified for the disappearance of the manifest¬ 
ation* When disappearance manifests we say 
that the pot is destroyed. For' disappearance 
which was existent before, is now manifested. 
There is no talk of destruction when it is not 
manifest. 

But even this lengthy process of imagination 
and Card-palace-building topples down at the 
slightest touch of reasoning* For what we had 
said about production and destruotion will apply 
to manifestation and disappearance* If they are 
formerly existing then all our effort is useless. 
If they are not existing*. non^existing things can 
neither be produced nor destroyed. If again 
manifestatioD for the manifestation, disappeara¬ 
nce for disappearance are to be imagined, there 
v|iil be no end to this process and there is the^ 
logical fault of endless regress* 

But this rebutting can be directed against all 
theories of causation. For, with alh effect is 
either existent or non-existent and hence they 
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will be ridiug ou the same horns of dilemma. 
Then how to rebut this dilemma 7 But we pass 
through the horns of dilemma. Because our 
birth and destruction do not require manifestation 
and disappearance. Onr manifestation of birth 
is birth itself. Therefore *pot is produced’ and 
‘production is manifested’ both mean the same 
thing: it is production itself. This is agreed to 
by both anbients and modern practical men. 

Then again follows a very hot attack and 
counter attack till the opponent is silenced. A 
feasible interpretation of the Adhikarana is given 
which is Consistent with the whole trend of 
thought that runs from beginning to end. 

As for the question of God's omnipotence 
and his dependence on accessories for creation 
of the world, we do admit the potentiality of 
Brahman which is unlimited and independent. 
Henoe he has the capacity of creating e\ren 
dispensing with the accessories of creation. Yet 
he undertakes creation with the fixed aid of 
dependent accessories, which subordinately cont>. 
ribute to this huge creation, at his sweet will. 
This world is quite different from Brahman who 
is only its agent cause and is different cum non 
different from the material cause. Men in the 
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world are like hired serrants and are at the 
mercy of their Master* And they cannot avoid 
doing the most undesirable and inad visible thing, 
being caught In the grip of the master. But 
Bramhan is not like that* He is able to throw 
away that whioh he does not like. Brahman has 
been bound by this self imposed bondage at Ms 
own sweet will before and now, as a manifestation 
of his own unlimited joy. 

Now begins Itara Vyapadesh adhikarana. 

Aeharya has offered commentary, on the 
Sutras called Bhashya and then begin a logical 
elucidation and critical review of other interpreta 
tions in the form of Anuvyakhyana. Here Aeharya 
reviews his own Bhashya and reconciles apparent 
ooatradiotioQs and inconsistencies. 

Here the topic of the soul’s freedom of will 
is taken for discussion* In Bhashya the topic of 
this Adhikarana is mentioned as the denial of the 
doctrine of the freedom of will of Jeeva 

or soul, though it is propounded in Shruti* But 
here Kartritva is justified* Hence there is seeming 
contradiction between the two interpretations* 

Satrakara himself concedes freedom of will 
to Jeeva Hence Freedom is 
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conceded to Jeeva within the bounds of Divine 
will. But Logic is stern and does not allow this 
sort of diluted initiation and limited freedom, 

Now an attempt is made here to out the 
Gordian knot. Aoharya accepts the second 
alternative that Jeeva has limited freedom of 
will and not unlimited freedomt 

The sutra denies 

catagorically Jeeva’s freedom of will. For this 
freedom is co-ex tensive with the whole power of 
Jeeva or only with a part of Jeeva* That means 
Wherever there is exercise of will there the 
whole of Jeeva is engaged. That means Jeeva 
while even lifting a blade of grass employs his 
whole of self which is absurd* To avoid this if 
you just amend it and say only a part of Jeeva 
is engaged you are falling in another pit- Jeeva 
is partless but you are committing yourself to a 
theory that Jepva has parts which runs counter to 
Shruti uOlrq: which declares 

Jeeva to be partless* 

Jeeva is partless and yet he adjusts his 
essential power to the need of the work on hand. 
This he is able to do only with the interference 
of Bhagavan Vishnu who gives Jeeva strength 
to regulate his essential energy to the need of 
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the work. Hence in every activity of Jeeva there 
are two factors which must be clearly recognised; 
viz the sours subordination j^to the will and 
working of God and the exercise of Freedom of 
will of man. 

Others bring about reconcilatlon, admitting 
conditions, or parts, or ignorance in Jeeva and 
freedom is subjected to one of them* But thi0 
is not proper, Naturally partlees,. atomically 
integrated, Jeeva is solid and whole. God alone 
can regulate Jeeva to express , his limited energy 
and effort, not affecting his integrated nature. 
It was only his miraculous power that works this 
wonderful feat* Jeeva himself . cannot. claim 
this miraculous power. 

In the Sutra Jeeva is said to 

have atomic size. But here the opppser has a 
secret intention in raising a doubt* Further 
Jeeva is going to be described as having various 
forms. Bat this muitiplicicy of forms and atomic 
size of Jeeva, if they are to be compatible 
presume partfulnees and the state of absence of 
mutually different parts* This presumption 
squarely meets the opposition raised by the state¬ 
ment “Partlessness of soul or Violation of verbal 
testimony’’.Hence freedom of will of Jeeva, which 
we had relinquished in order to meet this oppo- 
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sition, may be reclaimed* So we need not dilute 
that Jeeva’s freedom into freedom within the 
limits of God's will’* This is the intention of 
the opposer* 

As if conniving at this the Sldhanti goes on 
expatiating on the question of the nature and wil^ 
of Jeeva Now Acharya in his Anuvyakhyana 
has devoted , two and half verses to clear this 
point* “Ordinary products like a piece of cloth 
have parts', but those parts are dlfft-rent cum non 
different. For instanoe one thread of the cloth 
(which is a part) is different, even non different 
from another thread (which is another part), as 
well as from the whole (cloth)* But Jeevais not like 
this, and is not constituted with parts that are 
different cum non different. This Jeeva is one 
integrated whole* But inspite of identity Jeeva 
maintains Visheshas (a peculiar nature) which 
suffers variety in forma* Hence Shruti maintains» 
partlessness of Jeevaa- Jeeva is constituted 
with parts that are mutually identical and 
identical with the whole* So partfnl Jeevas are 
yet said to be partless in Shrnti* 

A doubt is raised in respect 
of Divine freedom of will. Even in the case of 
Brahman we cannot reasonably argue his 
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k^enoy in tb6 creation of the world. For him 
also it is not possible to regulate his efforts so as 
to suit the bulk of work on hand* He is not wise 
who spends the same amount of energy in produ* 
oing the egg of an ant as he would spend in the 
creation of Brahmanda- To avoid this difficulty 
if we agree that he uses a part of his self then 
we break the integrity of Brahman and offend the 
Shruti that propogates partlessness of Brahman* 

Besides Brabman has no physical sdt up of 
body and senses to make him eligible for being 
creator* If inspite of all these ineonsistenoies you 
aver Brahma’s agency in creadon, then Jeeva also 
may aspire to be the creator of the world* When 
Brahman thus cannot be the agent cause, much 
less can we attribute to him creatorship of all* 

In this Adhibaraua an attempt is made to 
- clear this doubt. 9[5?u^5^i?r* The source of 
reference regarding Brahman is limited to only 
revealed testimony. Hence Shruti reveals Brah¬ 
man to be a wonderful entity beyond the reach 
of -pther aouroes of knowledge* Brahman Is extra¬ 
ordinary; and hence laws of thought cannot apply 
to him* His uncommon powers and extfa 
> ordinary nature melt down all contradictions into 
sweet consislenoies and coherent harmony. 
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Hence though devoid of different parts there 
is no. unregulated waste of hi^ whole energyJ 
thpugh only a part is engaged yet there is no 
oontradiction of Shruti which declares partlessness 
of Brahman^ 

But others adopt this very stand yet come 
tp a different conclusion. On account of his extra 
Prdinary power though he is partless yet the 
whole of Brahma does not undergo modification 
and hence he is fit to be the material cause of 
the world. 

i 

This interpretation is unsuitable; for it does 
not suit the context of this 2nd Adhyaya which 
is devoted to reconcile the contradictions arising 
from the tenet that Brahman is quite different 
from the world oonsistiog of sentient and insenti¬ 
ent entities; and is the supreme Lord over these 
and such allied things* And the topic here is not 
at all, his being the material cause* 

Non-oontradiotion means reconciliation of 
contradictions. Now that is the reconciliation of 
contradictions arising from Brahman’s supremacy 
oyer all, in the Second Adhyaya. In the first 
and second Padas directly and in the third and 
fourth, indireotly, such reconciliation is sought. 
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Now what is the purpose of reconciliation of 
iwo contradictory Shruties? is it merely the 
settlement of the validity of Shruties ? or is it 
the settlement of the meaning of Shruties? If the 
first alternative is accepted then Meemansa will 
be turned into Nyayashastra, in which only 
Pramana is considered and not Prameya* If so we 
cannot explain why reconciliation of oontradic- 

tory statements about creation and other things^ 
is sought* 

There are two statements of which one states 
and another and then there is 

the process of reasoning that might be 

started to reconcile contradiction between these 
two. So also here^ In the second alternative it is 

mere creation alone that is the topic to be consi¬ 
dered. For it is of no use. Thus the disouBsion 
goes on. 

Therefore the topic, the opposer has chosen 
for the Sutra, does not get inclusion in the second 

Adhyaya. And hence our interpretation stands 
justified. 

Next Sutra nullifies the 

objection that bodiless God cannot create the 
world. For alreedy the sutras like^ 
and others have proved that Brahman is endowed 
with miraculous power of unlimited measure and 
hence can be known only from Shruti* No Inoon- 



Bistency or incompatibiUty stares him in his face. 
He who has no power direolly to move in motioD 
or activity the implements of creation, heeds the 
medium of body to transmit propelling to thes® 
implements of production And he whose know, 
ledge is extraneous, needs the set of senses* In 
the same manner he who is not able to stahd on 
his own legs, on account of his heavy body, needs 
the ground to stand upon* 

Here another doubt arises namely if already 
this topic has been thrashed out, why repetition ? 
To give an answer reference is made to epister 
mology to clear the doubt of tautology. When 
we discuss the topic of the source of knowledge 
and the subject of knowledge, we meet with such 
a situation* Knowledge of a particular subject 
is already acquired. If we seek again another 
source to get knowledge of the same subject it is 
meaningless repetition* But when there is the 
same source of knowledge with a different subject, 
there is no repetition* In the same manner when 
there is the same subject with different source of 
knowledge, there is no repetition. 

Now Kaghavendra makes this point clear by 
giving apt illustrations* In Antasthadhikarana 
and Akaahadhikarana the source of knowledge 
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(Pramana) provided by the sutra 
is the naambigaouB reason which again sett’es the 
question in era am:- Here thus the Pramana is 
one, yet the topics are different- For in the 
previous Adhikaranas words referring to gods and 
to elements have their reason of reference 
primarily (aafefafa^) in God; and in others it is 
subject to Godi Thus it is proved that all words 
referring to gods and to elements have inherent 
power of reference to God» (They mean God). 
This is the topic, while in the Sutra ara q^sr\W5 the 
words like am which constitute reason for 
reference to life have again their power of refe¬ 
rence in Paramatman; while the power of reference 
in others is subject to God. Thus words like 
Prana have natural power of reference in God? 
Hence though Pramana is one, the topics to be 
understood are different and hence there is no 
tautology. In the same manner though the topic 
to be understood is one, yet if the sources are 
different there will be no repetition. This is made * 
clear in the coming pages. 

Acharya has announced that even when 
there is his commentary or Bhasbya on the 
Sutras yet in order to elucidate what has been 
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told there, he oompoBed another commentary 
called post vyakhyana ( )• Hence what 

has been said in Bhasbya as is explained 

here at leogth. So an objection is formulated on 
the Bhasya statement; and this topic itself is 
called introduction to the topic of the Adhikarana* 

God is engaged in a gigantic scheme of crea¬ 
tion. But has God some unfulfilled motive behind 
this creation ? If so he is imperfect to that 
extent. If not so, how can he be the agent of 
action in this creation without any thing to 
achieve thereby. This is the stand taken by the 
opposer. 

The Shidhanti in this Adhikarana admits 
that there is no purpose to serve in the attempt 
of creation. And yet he is the most successful 
agent of action by being karta in the huge impli- 
mentation of the plan of creation. 

Now about the wording of the sutra si snitsisT 
This may be a compound word or it may be 
a group of separate words. When compounded 
the phrase means. “The 'purposiveness which we 
have for creation is not to be found here.” When 
unoompounded it means ‘Brahma has no purpose 
to fulfil by being the creator Himself ’ For he 
is one who has all his desires fulfilled. Just as 
wind and fire blow^^and burn by nature without 
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being actuated by an unfulfilled motive so also 
God being one with desires fulfilled, has no 
extraneous motive in his creation. It is his nature 
to be employed in such activity. 

When a compound word, it means that the 
creation has no purpose to fulfil* Thus there is 
no rule that all activities must be motivated^ 
Natural activity is found to be unmotivated, 
actuated only by the inner urge of nature. Brah¬ 
man is always engaged in the activity of creation 
as an expression of His inner joy. Just as an 
intoxicated man under the influence of wine sings 
and dances to express his in most pleasure) so 
also God manifests Ms delight through his creat¬ 
ion. But it may be objected that a man, sober 
and intelligent, has never engaged himself in 
futile or purposeless activities. God is all aware¬ 
ness and extremely sober and of unclouded 
intelligence and cannot waste his time in a thank* 
less task. Jayateerth gives a beautiful illustration 
of voluntary activities of limbs of the body^ 
A man fully absorbed in talking or speaking, 
indulges in gesticulations of movement of 
fingers or other movements of body swayed by 
the delight of his expression. So also he has a 
natural proclivity and unintentional tendency 
towards eternal creation which in no way affects 
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his natural freedom. Hence Shruti deoIareB that 
all-covering activity of God is most pure as it is 
unintentional and expressive of bis inner joy. 

Kaghavendra helps us to construe the Shruti 

But the construction 
should be from all sorts of defects of limited 
brains* Here we find repetition of the ugly type 
viz wi and i?u* both meaning * this ’ ( This is the 
nature of God ; what must be the intention of 
one who has all his desires fulfilled ) 

Jayateerth hence explains the meaning of as 
or desire* Kaghavendra supplies the gramm- 
a>tioai derivation of qiV) to mean The root is 

luin the sense of ‘to desire^ (^^asraiu)* In the 
formation of an abstract noun the termination u? 
is suffixed. Then there is Guna change (by the 
rule gnu and the final form is qm 

meaning ‘desire’. 

Here some other interpretations are taken 
for critical review* They are of Advaitins and 
' Bamanujeeyas^ A king of great exploits indulges 
in games merely for its pleasure^ so also the 
supreme Brahman who does creation and destru¬ 
ction merely by willing (without any efforts) does 
it for the sake of pleasure* Thus for some, it is 
pleoBure for others it is enjoyment* These ideas 
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are treated as the objector’s view and they are 
categorically denied by the statement in Shruti 
that it lEi expression of Natnte with no purpose 
behind it. 

Again God is said to possess some purpose 
for his activity; for authorship and purposiveness 
are intimately associated. One who is the doer 
or author must have some purpose. 

This concomitance Of doership and purposl- 
veness (like smoke and fire) is subjected to close 
scrutiny. Now purposiveness is further analysed 
into three alternatives. l) One’s own purpose or 
2) Other’s purpose or 3) Purpose common to 
both* In the first alternative the concomitance 
is violated. For men of mercy, are moved to 
do something for others- Hence even without self 
purpose doership is found. Now in the question 
of imposition 7 there must be concomitance 
between the imposer and the imposed. Here the 
activity of the merciful, imposes self purposive^ 
ness. This is proved false in the very instance 
of the merciful, if adversly concluded (He is not 
self purposive’; so let him not be active) the 
absence of self purposiveness is not concomitant 
with absence of self purposiveness* This is 
proved in this very instance. 
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If it is objected that the meroifui have no self 
purposiveness as far as life in this world is conc¬ 
erned; yet sonae Puny a accrues to them for their 
meritorious deeds* Then the examples of beasts 
are cited to show that beasts are engaged in the 
activities of feeding their young ones instiuotively 

Now in the second alternative, certain volun¬ 
tary activities of limbs are found with persons 
engaged In their own activities, and they have 
no purpose of others to serve. 

Thus observed Brahman also, is engaged in 
creation^ not for his selfish interest) but for the 
good of those who depend upon him. 

Therefore the third alternative also is not 
spund. For in the activities of the merciful and 
the foolish this rule is violated. 

As Brahman is one who has all d^stres fulfilled, 
he has no selfish purpose behind his oonsmio 
activitieB. Raghavendra has formed a concomitant 
rule, like this. God is not engaged in activities 
Inspired by some motive or purpose. For all his 
purposes are fulfilled* He who has his purposes 
which are to be achieved by his aotivities) fulfilled, 
will not be engaged in those aotivities, for that 
purpose, which can be achieved by those efforts* 



273 


Those who are well-versed ih oonsmology 
are of opinion that “Creation by God depends 
entirely on his sweet will or desire.” 

Here some show their an willingness to accept 
this theory of consmology. Of the three fnnotions 
of mind grmifci, and cognition, Emotion 
and volition, only oognition or intellect is enough 
for the creation of the world, For oognition! alone 
is the uninterrupted flow of creative action in>the 
case of God. This objector denies both emotional 
activity and volitional activity in God. But others 
are there who accept both cognition and volition 
but reject emotion of God in creation. His cont¬ 
ention is, what we call doership is nothing but 
effort which is settled to be the mining of the 
termination (of the verb anouw): The grammari¬ 
ans also have declared that the terminatlona,(fg?) 
coming after the root mean which is nothing 
but sWrl or effort. 

Now this effort requires inteUSct (cognition) 
for two purposes. For its production and. for the 
affiliation of object. That which is the ohjftct pf 
knowledge or oognition should be the object of 
volition or effort. That is how the object is 
affiliated to effort. 
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Like God, his effort also is eternal and hence 
j it does not need cognition for production* But 
as shown abpye for the affiliation of object to 
effort, cognition is required* For there oannot be 
any effort without its object Nor the effort has 
s tendency of natural association with Its object* 
Then volition or effort would be of the nature of 
cognition. (Which is naturally associated with 
its object)* Hence as all activities of God can be 
explained on the basis of cognition and volition 
there need be no emotion in between* Emotion 
■ oannot bring about a ffi liation of object to effort. 
For Emotion of itself is not associated with its 
object* Thus those who reject emotion as a 
constituent of the cause of of Cation, explain the 
Shruti as condemning the whole of it* 

To this the rejoinder is that it is a well 
established fact that God uses the faculty of 
feeling or . desire in creation* For it is warranted 
by very strong evidences. Now the objection 
against Divine desire is raised by apostles o^ 
Modification, Illusion and such other tenets. In 
opposition these the Sidhanti propogates bis 
tenet that it Is the divine wiU or desire that is the 
^cause of creation* 

Those who are well versed in cosmgony have 
come to the oonclusion that it is the desire of 
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God which, is the cause of creation. Creation is 
not modification of Brahman) nor is it the wrong 
appearance of Brahman (as its locus) as world. 

Nor again Time and such others have created 
this world* 

World is only the happy resolution of God, 
Besolution is creation means it is dependent on 
His resolution. Shruti announces that God’s 
desire is redundant in creation wbioh can be 

worked out by God by his cognition and volition 
or effort. 

Besides inferences also offer us many syllogi- 
sms to prove the existence of desire in God* 
Every conscious being is endowed with desire^ 
being a soul in the Same manner we can Infer 
desire in God by the existence of knowledge ahd 
effort in him. If on the analogy of ordinary 
■ beings, desire is inferred in God, misery also can 
be inferred ? But there are evidences to prove 
that God is not miserable and hence we reject that 
inference which proves misery in God as unreliable 
and invalid* In the same manner there is 
opposition of evidences when desire is rejected 
in God* Had God been bereft of deSire all 
Vedas would not have God as their main import. 

Again to ascertain the existence of desire on 
its pragmatic utility is puttiog the cart before the 




276 

. horse. When.a oerfcain thing is proved to exist 

by other evidenoes we need not wait for its use 
to prove its existence. 

If every tbiug is to be accepted depending 
on its use then even intellect might be denied 
existence. Kpr God <^an very well be said to have 
created the world by innate power. But this is 
not found true in life, the objector might plead. 
7hen it may well be argued, that we do not find 
an indifferent (desireless) inteliegent man under¬ 
taking any work. Nor is it just to accept 
.. ;knowle.dge (intellect) for the affiliation to the 
object. For desire also can seek affiliation of its 
object, as does knowledge. Then again it is no 
use saying that intellect and desire will have to 
be accepted as identical. Intellect, if to be 
different from desire, is found so on account. , of 
its nature If some thing gets related 

with its object through some medium, and if 
this fact becomes the creation of its distinction 
from other objects, then there will be no distinct¬ 
ion between desire and effort as both seek their 
objects through another medium* But really there 
is difference between the two, because of their 
intrinsio natures, and siq;^;^). 

Again another counter argument was fiung 
in the face of the opposer* That was *. * if God is 
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not endowed with desire let him not be the 
import of all the Vedas? But this is not based 
on sound concomitance. 

This objection is not sounds For the main 
intention of Shruti is to provide for the release. 
of the bound. Release is the result of the grace 
of Bhagavan. Grace can be had at his sweet 
will. This provides a sound concomitance of 
Desire and import of the shruti* There are also 
express Shruties which state the existence of 
desire. If such desire is not there; hoW'can he be 
the main import of shruti ? 

Therefore it isi quite essential to accept the 
theory that God is endowed with desire as stated 
above- Thus if God has no desire then he will not 
be a means of our release. He, who is ho means 
to Moksha cannot be the topic of Moksha-Shastra. 
Thus Shruties have no purpose of Moksha and 
have no subject matter for treatment. Shruties 
that are accepted as valid evidences shall have 
to be discarded as invalid. 

Here arises a question of Epistemology. A 
treafise without a topic may really be treated as 
unreliable instrument of knowledge. But hoW' 
can such a treatise be invalid on the ground of 
absence of purpose ? 
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No doubt validity in general is not oonoomi- 
tant with possession of purpose, or purposiveness* < 
But validity of a sentence (a partioular type of it) 
is bound with purposiveness For a sentenoe is 
meaningful when it has words oonnoting meaning* 
And in order to prove the validity of the topic 
of the sentence. Purposiveness is essential* 
Therefore when we deny purposiveness which is 
more pervasive, we shall have to deny the 
validity of the sentence which is less pervasive* 

Raghavendra adds a useful note to this. 
Purposiveness is that which states a purposeful 
meaning. For it is said that of means that 
determine the import of a sentence purposiveness 
is one i 

fan )* 

Now take a sentenoe which apparently states 
the identity of Brahma and the soul. We must 
find out whether sentence purports to state 
identity or wealth of attributes of Braman. Wp 
know if before a king a man says that he is a 
king, he is punished. But if he praises the king 
mentioning his raerits, the king bestows upon 
him rich gifts. Thus the sentences which 
determine the rich attributes of Brahman, are 
valid”* (This is stated in ) 
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In a sentence Ijke 3jt«?fi«5gtw?f 

states apparently the fruitless birth of the "Lord* 
So this meaning is rejected; and the meaning ' 
of a fruitful birth of Vayu is accepted in its place* 

God has created this world with beings haying 
different bodies, senses and thair objects; and 
pleasures and pains. In this creation of yariety 
does God depend upon the Good deeds and bad 
de(^s of the beings or be does not t In both the 
oases, he is not free from blame. And hence he 
cannot claim to be an all dreator. If God 
creates veriety depending upon the objective 
merit God is r ot independent. If on the other 
hand he creates of his own accord then there is 
fayouritism and cruelty accruing to God. 

This is the opposer’s view* In the former r 
Adhikarana opposition of Reasoning which was 
pointed out against the result in the form of 
purposivenessv is now being nullified* Henee,; 
this Adhikarana is connected with the previous 
one sequentially. 

I 

The alternative of dependence on the good 
and bad deeds is accepted; and then the corise- ' 
quential defects are shown to be hollow. 
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On the analogy of ordinary souls having 
imperfect qaalities, and having defects, even the 
supreme soul Purushottama is suspected of being 
imperfect in his qualities and of entertaining 
certain defects, on a smaller or larger scale* This 
is th^ opposer’s view. This is the topic of this 
Adhikarana, This shows how this Adhikarana 
fits,in with the present Pada, Shri Raghavendra 
explains what Is meant by ‘on a smaller or larger 
scale’, in reference to the topic of this 
Adhikarana. 

, “The Supreme Ghetana is not endowed with 
all perfect qualitiesf because he is a oonsoious 
being like the ordinary soul. He has no imm¬ 
unity from defects; because he is a conscious 
being like a soul”. This is an argument on a 
smaller scale or proportion. “God does not know 
fully wOil all things in this world; has no perfect 
bliss and perfect strength; has no perfect 
Immunity from weariness and fatigue; no perfect 
immunity from misery. For he is a conscious 
being like an ordinary sour. This is an argument 
on a larger scale. 

This objection is critically scrutinised in 
this Adhikarana. Acharya has not madetbispoint 
clear in his Bhashya. Because there merely a 
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Shruti is cited" ds suggested by the wofd ^ in tbe 
Sutra* No inferenee or reasoning is adduced. 
Sutra suggests by the word ^*1*1^: that a reason¬ 
ing must be adduced* 

Now Shidhanti in a preamable offers an 
espIanatioD to show the hollowness of the 
opposer’s reasoning. For a thing is not obtained 
due to lack of liberty; or lack of earnest desire* 
In the same manner a man does not give up a 
thing because he is not free to do so; or has no 
desire to give it up. 

We know that God has complete liberty in all 
things, and being wise has earnestness to express 
joy and to be conscious of being free from defects. 
Hence it is concluded that he is perfect with 
attributes of unlimited joy and others and has 
immaculate immunity from sullying blemishes. 

These very thoughts when expressed In 
formal syllogisms carry the full weight of reason¬ 
ing and also convince the hollowness of others^ 
counter arguments* 

1 

Thus Ends EirstPada of the Second Adhtaya 

Now the second Pada of second Albyaya 
begins. In this Pada other systems of philoso¬ 
phies like sankhya and Vaishesbika are critically 
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reviewed* For they adversly affeet the conclusion 
arrived at in the first Adhyaya that, all Shruties 
in the highest primary sense connote Vishnu to 
be Brahman of the sutras,a8 he is the agent cause 
of creation; being perfect with all attributes and 
completely dissociated from all impurity. So the 
adverse criticism of the Vedaotic view is taken 
for close scrutiny in the Second .Pada, in order 
to reestablish the infalUbility of the sources^called 
forth in the first Adhyaya to conclude Brahman 
to be the undisputed import of all Shruties. 


Others give the context in a different manner* 
An establishment of one’s view is made by one’s 
own argument in favour of one’s view and 
contradicting others* views; In the first Adhyaya 
one’s own argument in favour of one*8 own view 
is given. Counter arguments against it are 
nullified in the first Pada of the second Adhyaya.’ 
Here one’s own view is established and then 
Other’s views are surveyed in the Second Pada 
for refutation. Now contextual reference is not 
reasonable. The refutation is nothing more than 
disproving the validity of their sources which 
were Smriti and others and have been fully 
refuted in the first Pada. So in that respect 
there is nothing to be done in the second Pada. 
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Thus many other Buoh references are to be 
shown out of tune with the one thought that i® 
running from beginning to the end. 

Then A.oharya slowly treads the ground and 
wins it inch by inch as it is keenly contested* He 
traces opposition frotn four sources. 1 ) Smriti 
2) Inference 3) Inferences helped by Shruties 
4) multifarious inferences. 

V 

But all these singly or jointly cannot dislodge 
what has been established in the first Adhyaya, 
by deriving the meaning of all Shruties by higher 
primary reference, that Brahman is the Chief 
import Of all Shruties. Yet the ignorant are 
easily susceptible to doubts and are oarried away 
by the arguments of Sankhya and others. Hence 
they doubt. 

This sort of SuBoeptibility in aspirants 
should not be encouraged. J’or Shruties haye solid 
validity and therefore they should not be doubted* 
But even then it is pleaded that there is scope 
for doubt* For there is scope to doubt the 
decision only when the sources of decisions are 
susceptible pf faults* But the Shraties are 
eternal and henee they cannot be doubted. Then 
the systems like sankhya and Vaishesbikas also 
are eternal OTtfm). If 
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sbruties are essentially eternal, the systems are 
continuoTisly eternal as they have stiflEered breach 
in the middle. Still continuity is there though 
broken now-and then* Henoe when supported 
by plausible arguments the systems dislodge 
the decisions of the ignorant and sway them to 
the other side* Hence the doubt of the opposer 
becomes worth consideration* Now Vedavyasa 
in his Brabmasutras shows that these systems 
like Sankhya and others are founded on erroneous 
knowledge and hence they are baseless* 

These tenents are not only based upon 
misconception and misunderstanding, but also 
there is positive misrepresentation with a motive 
of deceiving others- Hlence it is inoumbant upon 
the Sutrakara to expose the faults and foul game* 
This was done before in the first pada bTlefly-Here 
he undertakes to do it eraborately. So this Second 
Pada Is an elaborate exposition of the first Pada. 
Enlightoing the ignorant is of course a very 
noble purpose* Against those who believe in 
vedas and yet differ from Vedanta School, are 
used sound arguments which invalidate the 
opposite arguments and not yet assailed by them 
together with statements from vedas* In some 
places the sutrakara forces his opponents (if they 



do not accept the validity of the vedas) to accept 
the validity of the vedas- 

Still their 111 conoieved systems have been 
continued since long; because men of unclouded 
thinking a;re few; the mass is ill-informed; the 
ruling olask is fully, under the influence of infatu¬ 
ation and through imperfect guidance fhey are 
steeped in erroneous knowledge; and a sort of 
hatred is nourished against highest Reality and 
often against those who know it* Besides there 
is the continuous flow of mental impressions and 
devilish mentality rules supreme. Chiefly prejudice 
: strongly possesses man* 

Yet Vedavyasa With hope that pure reasoning 
backed up by well established rules of conoo- 
mitance and founded on Vedic texts would 
disillusion the pious elite, under took this heavy 
task of disproving the arguments used by the 
different systems. 

Some are eligible for Miikti and some are 
not. Vedavyasa’s aim is to help the pious eligible 
and not the impious who are incorrigible. The 
eligible by nature are pure and pious* Therefore 
the knowledge of Reality which is the mental 
modification just now achieved, being strength-: 
enedby the essential knowledge, dispels extraneous ' 
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neaoience, though beginnlngless, and deep rooted 
with the mental impression; and exterminates it* 
For nature proves stronger than all other extra¬ 
neous forces. The inner nature becomes effective 
only when outside forces join it* Of course these 
must be aided by divine grace which provides 
holy knowledge born of sacred Shastras-all thes© 
embeded in pure self, shake the firmly rooted 
nescience in mental impressions and exterminate 
it. Therefore the refutation of these systems 
have a purpose to serve. 

Now begins the refutation of the systems 
First the Sankhya system which has discarded 
God and accepted only two entities one sentient 
and another insentient, is taken for consideration* 
One is called Jeeva and another is Jada. 

Sankhya enumerates four varieties viz. 1) 
Prakriti priiiiordial matter which is cause only 
2) While the other is only effect. 8) While the 
other still is both cause and effect. 4) While 
other still is neither cause nor effect. Of these the 
first is Primordial matter which is nothing but 
sattva, Rajas andTamas all in perfecteqtulibriuni. 
These three remain in their natural unmixed 
unsubordinated state- This is called Prakriti 
because it is the material cause undergoiog modi- 



fidat!on> The next one is called Vikriti because 
it is the effect* It never becomes material cause 
for another effect. 

At the time of creation the three Gunas as 
they are called, suffer disturbance* One that is 
powerful dominates over the weak. Then there 
is stir and they tend to Change into effects like 
Mahat and others* Thus continues a series of 
produced and at the same time producing some 
eff(^ot*From Frakritl comes out Mahat which on its 
part produces Ahankara which again produces a 
long series of effects) till the five elements are 
produced* These are sixteen which along with 
five elements and the first three become twenty 
four* Includidg Puruaha the categories amount 
to twenty five- 

The Farth produces again cows and pots and 
trees; they again produce milk, seeds and other 
things* But there are not counted as different or 
additional entities or categories. For both earth 
and seeds are equally gross substances and are 
perceived by the same senses. And hence seeds 
are earth itself and milk is not different from cow 
and that again is the same as the earth* But as 
gross and subtle and perception by senses and 
non-perceptipn-such distinctions are to be found 



between the twenty five categories they are 
counted as separate or distinct* 

Now the sentient Furashas and insentient 
things are considered as innumerable* The 
Sankhya adduces many reasons for the Purushas 
being many* 

Sankhya accepts the insentient as the Inde¬ 
pendent cause of creation. God is not accepted 
as the cause of creation* For Sentient being is 
deduced to be existing because the insentient 
creation is for some body else to enjoy- So 
Purush is accepted to justify the creation of in¬ 
sentient things. This other being is Ohetana or 
sentient Purush- In the same manner pleasure 
and pain require some substratum and that 
substratum is Chetana Purusha. For pleasure 
requires one to enjoy and that one is ohetana. 
Thus he adduces many more, reasons , for the 
existence of chetana. 

But sanknyas are not unanimous in their 
V^iew about chetana or Purusha. For some say 
that this ohetana is not accepted as doer. Now 
doer is one who participates in kriya; this kriya 
means, 1) Vibration 2) Effort or 3) Modi¬ 
fication. As chetana is all pervaswe he cannot 
vibrate* 2) chetana hasv no effort; because that 
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!b the quality of 3) Nor does he under¬ 

go modification; for he is free from modification* 

Some others attribute the quality of enjoyer- 
ship to the conscious soul while still others reject 
it. Though he is not a doer yet he can be an 
enjoyer because his nature is susceptible to pain 
and pleasure* 

He is known to experience joy and grief. But 
it is argued that this soul cannot be an experi- 
encer- Only in common talk he is said to be so* 
This common talk is of the Ignorant mass who 
cannot distinguish matter from soul* 

Now all this lengthy treatment and exposition 
of the Sankhyas is critically scrutinised. Sutrakara 
does not follow the order of the Sankhyas. He a* 
once takes up (or independent creation) and 
shows that it oannpt be explained if cnetana is not 
participating in that activity. After thus refuting 
the Sankfaya contention the sutrakara places bis 
own view about or nation in the sutra 

The Bhashya has a different order to foiled. 
He contends that the validity of the instrument 
of knowledge or evidences called forth for proof> 
is an important part of metaphysics and hence 
preference is given to exposition of those sources 
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of knowledge. Thus when one’s view is proved, 
then to strengthen it other’s views are refuted* 
The order here is thus reversed. 

So it is told that because God is not accepted 
as a reality both the contentions of Purush being 
the enjoyer and not being the enjoyer are not 
reasonablee For it is found that the produotion 
of oloth is according to the desire of the chetana. 
Hence the creation of Mahat and others,. being 
productions must be after the desire of Purusha. 

For the knowledge of the Produotion of 
Mahat and others we need not depend upon the 
Shastra of Sankhya nor upon his arguments- 
Shruti is there which stands an unfailing guide 
to enlighten us on the produotion of Mahat and 
other things that are beyond five senses. 

But desire is only a quality of Anathkarana 
and not the quality of chetana who does not 
undergo any change- Thus contends the sankbya- 

The Sidhanti will prove that desire is one 
of the attributes of Purana himself. Here the 
Sidhanti argues that the production of Mahat 
and others are subject to the wish of the soul; 
for it is production like that of a piece of cloth. 
On this point a long discussion goes on* 



Thus having proved that In the creation'of 
Mahht and others, there is the need of the wish of 
Purusha or Chetana just as in the weaving of 
cloth there is the need of the weaver* And now 
in order to tackle the theory of the opponent^ 
the sutrakara begins 

The Sankhya cannot cite any evidences to 
prove Pradhana to be the independeut cause of 
creation. While the protagonists of Brahman 
can cite authorless Vedas and composed smrities 
and Itihasas and iiferences also* The Sankhyas 
at the most can quote their apostles of sankhya 
system. But they are not reliable because they 
argue against a mountain of evidences of all 
varieties especially the Vedas- Another thing to 
be noted is that there are two Kapilas one is 
the theist who preached Sankhya lessons about 
God to Brahma and others, in accordance with 
Vedio tenets- But there is another Kapila who 
set at naught all the Vedic tenets and preached 
atheistic Sankhya system, fully based on illogicaj 
and half-baked arguments- Hence we cannot 
rely upon the doctrines of the Sankhya. Besides 
his system is full of self-contradictions and 
inconsistencies. Such rank self-contradictions 
do not build any coherent systems. The Sankhya 
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belongs to the same class of thinkers as the 
Adyaitins who have the privilege of contradicting 
their own statements with immunity- 

But knowledge cognises either a thing as it 
is; or a thing as it is not. There cannot be any 
third kind of knowledge. If a third kind of 
knowledge is recognised it will be subjeotless 
knowledge like an Iron bar, which does not 
cognise any sabject. 

But Sankhya objects to this argument thus. 
The instrument of knowledge endowed with merit^ 
which prevents invalidity to be produced^produces 
valid knowledge, while beset with demerit which 
prevents validity being produced creates invalid 
knowledge. No instrument produces both kinds 
of knowledge or neither kind of knowledge» 
simultaneously* Hence such absurd position 
cannot be imposed upon them. 

To this the Sidhanti counter-argues that 
when both kinds of knowledge are not accepted 
for fear of self contradiction why one should be 
ready to accept it in the case of instruments ? 
But some extrinsic factor may aid an instrument 
to produce both kinds of snowledge. For the 
seed of a Bamboo produces both a bamboQ sprout 
or a plantain sprout. The eye perceives an object 
as well as it recognises it* The same eye gives 
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UB good koovledge as well as illusory knowledge. 
So an iostrumeot oan produce contradictory 
effects' 

To this the Sidhanti says that an instrument 
cannot produce with its intrinsic nature 
contradictory things. Only with extraneous aid 
oan it produce things of opposite nature. It 
cannot have inherent nature producing contra¬ 
dictory things. 

Again even if aided instruments are agreed 
to produce things of conflicting nature^ then 
validity will be dependent and not self dependent 
as already agreed* 

The Sankhya concedes that perception may 
not be an evidence for the Prakriti to be the 
cause of the world* Let not Agama also be a 
proof for it* But inference is there to prove that 
Prakriti is the cause of the world* 

The manifold forms have their root cause 
in the unmanifest (Prakriti) because there is the 
dififerenoe of cause and effect and also there is 
unity of them. The Tortoise, whose limbs 
are dififent from its body and yet enter into it 
and become unmanifest. In the same manner 
from the lump of earth pots and pans, when 
created, get themselves distinguished and going 
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back, the earth gets different from its subtle parts 
which again are distinguished from Ahankara. 
This Ahankara is differentiated from Mahat which 
comes out from the original Avyakta or unmanifest. 
Thus this unmanifest through a long process of 
evolution becomes the cause of manifold manifest 
forms of the world, which ultimately get them 
selves dissolved in the original Avyakta.The effect, 
existent in the oanse,get8 itself distinguished from 
it and again gets dissolved In it* Each cause 
possesses some characteristic capacity which 
produces the effect* This capacity is in the cause 
itself, and is nothing but the unmanifest effect. 
Yet the effect is different from cause. For the 
effects are limited in extent; and they produce 
pleasure and pain* Hence pleasure and pain 
must have sattva. Rajas and Tamas in the state 
of eqoilibriam as their Avyakta or cause* 

All these when reduced to formal syllogisms 
proves the nature of Avyakta or unmanifest 
Yet it is proved as the original cause of the rioh 
variety of creation. 

Now all this fuss of inferences proves nothing 
new. For Pradhana is proved to bo the material 
oause of the world which we have already 
accepted 



If on the other ha^nd you prove Predhana to 
be the independent cause of creation the Sutrakara 
refutes it thus i- 

^ o ^ 

Sankhya adduces the inference that the 
effects like Mahat and others depend upon 
Insentient thing like the accepted Pradhana. But 
this inference is refuted by the Counter inference 
like; this world is not dependent on the insentient 
because it is a thing. Pradhana is an instance* 
When thus counter attacked no inference can 
prove Pradhana to be independent cause of 
the world. 

Thus as there is opposition from inference as 
regards independent activity () it is not 
warranted by reason Hence inference 

is not a valid proof in that respect. To attribute 
independent activity to an insentient thing is 
rank self-contradiction. ‘Therefore let Pradhana 
be insentient yet it may be independently active’. 
This sort of logical arrogance lands one into self 
contradiction which is the most heinous crime 
before the bar of reasoning. For freedom in 
activity is the operation of unimpeded will* 

Baghavendra here enters into grammar to 
offer corrobrotion. Panini dsBnes Kartritva as 
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fHicist: waf- But in sentences like a tree 

being insentient has no freedom- Therefore the 
Kartritva of the tree is not real but formal. But 
in Tarka Tandava in the sentence the 

use of Ratha as subjeot in the sentence is 
considered as real and not formal. Seemingly 
Vyasaraja goes against Sudha- But really here 
Karta is not Swatantra but only active- There 
is activity in the Katha. Hence it is real and 
not formal. So there is no contradiction between 
Sudha and Tarka Tandava of Vyasaraja Ragh- 
avendra thus reconciles these two- 

Now the Sankbyavadi contends that the 
Pradhana has no Chaitanya. But he has desire 
which is the cause of independent activity. This 
is not sound reasoning. For it is that creates 
(The series is stRifh, then at last 

Hence where there is desire or wish, it is 
accompanied with Jnana or consclouBness which 
is chetana- Admitting the efiect you cannot deny 
the cause* For we find both positive and negative 
concomitance between desire and oonsciousuess 
in the same soul with the same subject) both of 
which are related as cause and effect- Thus when 
you entertain desire in the insentient you shall 
have to call it sentient- To call insentient sentient 
is absurdity par escelleueei 
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Again one’s own experience goes against sucli 
a supposition. ‘I desire’- Thus desire is entertained 
by a Che tana and not ache tana- This is the 
experience of Sakshi and hence you cannot 
doubt it* 

The opponent contends that there is no such 
experience as ‘I desire’; This is only “loose sally 
of speech’’* This is due to ignorance which is not 
able to cognise difference between Atma which 
undergoes modification and Antahkarana which 
' undergoes no modification. Desire which is modi¬ 
fication is the attribute of Anathkarana. As these 
two are closely associated, it is not possible for an 
ignorant layman to distinguish desire as attribute 
of Antahkarana and not of Atma- Antahkarana 
is insentient and is still called as if it were 
sentient- This Antahkarana has a sort of formal 
kartrutva and one wrongly attributes it to soul 
which is indifferent to it and does not possess it- 

This contention of the Sankhya School is 
preposterous. For the experience ‘I desire’ is 
cause of such a talk In the public-And this experi¬ 
ence is the self-luminous experience of Sakshi 
which is infallible and uncon trad ictable* Denying 
such self evident experience runs counter to the 
Sakshi’s experience about this experience. For 
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this talk of the bouI with this desire is the product 
of such experience or knowledge ► 

Another contention of Sankh^a School as 
already noticed is that^ desire or wish, though 
belonging to Antahkarana,iB talked as belonging to 
Atma is due to ignorance of the diflference between 
the two> But this talk is not due to noncognisanoe 
of difference* Otherwise Pot and Pan do not 
recognise each other’s difference. So let pot say 
that it is flat and round (like pan) and let pan 
say that it is round like a ball with a month op 
words (like pot)* 

If it is argued that mere non~oogni8ance of 
difference is not the cause of This sort of verbal 
usage; but non-oognisance of difference along 
with cognisance of one’s own nature is the cause 
of this usage of words* Pots and Pans being 
insentient are deprived of self oonsoiousness or 
awareness* Therefore no such absurdity accrue® 
to the Sankhya* 

If so a point must be cleared here. Is this 
sort of conditioned non-cognizance (as stated 
above) attributed to the soul or Antahkarana ? 
This is not an attribute of Antahkarana because 
it is material and hence insentient and has no 
self-awareness; If Antahkarana claims it then 
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why should not Pot and pan claim it ? Then the 
verbal usage also is possible. 

But there is Super-imposition of conscious,, 
ness on Antabkarana* But a pot or a pan does 
not claim this* But what is the reason that 
creates such a distinction between Antahkarana 
and a Pot and Pan T It cannot be merely the 
juxtaposition of the soul to Antahkarana which 
allows this preferential treatment to it. Por 
this soul being all pervasive has contact with all 
pots and pans. 

It is argued that not mere physical contact 
but also the sense of beneficence that is required 
for the superimposition of Atma or soul on 
Antahkarana; Such specified contact is there 
between Atma and Antahkarana* For it is said 
that the contact of these two is mutually bene¬ 
ficent like the contact of lame and a blindman* 

If this be so even the Pot has been found to 
be beneficial to man* Now the other alternative 
is that the non-cognizance belongs to Atman. 
Then the verbal usage also is with reference to 
soul or Antahkarana* The soul remaining un¬ 
modified to the last cannot enter into this activity 
of verbal usage. But if this suits him then why 
should he not entertain desire or wish ? In the 
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Beooud alternative non cognisance of difference 
belongs to another, to one (Atma) while verbal 
usage belongs to another (Antahkarana)' If this 
is so even a pot may aspire to participate in it. 

This goes on till the theory of Sankhya is 
sacked and searched threadbare. In the course of 
argumentation the topic of mind and its cognition 
arise. In that context it is said mind is cognised 
by Sakshf. For mind has no tangible form and 
the senses cannot perceive it* When all the senses 
have ceased to function,the mind is still function* 
ing* Nor reasoning can infer it; For the acoesso’ 
ries of reasoning are not to be found with mind 
(like the sign invariably to be found with mind). 

In this context the Naiyayikas offer an 
inference to prove the existence of mind) as an 
intermidiary between self and the senses to 
regulate the conveyance of sensations to the self. 

Their argument is ingenious and worth 
knowing. ‘Non-Production of simultaneous 
perceptions’ is the reason which proves the 
existence of an intermediary regulating agency 
which is Mind* The senses, contacting their 
different objects, being In touch with self, and 
sending their simnltaneous sensations, is not able 
to produce simultaneous perceptions* From this 
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we know that these sensations are properly 
regulated and get contact with the mind one 
by one and produce perceptions one by one thus 
mind’s existence is proved by inference. 

Some one here objects to this sort of reason¬ 
ing; because it is faulty. For by attributing such 
regulating power to the self who controls the 
sensations and turns them into perceptions one 
after another you have no necessity of 
admitting a new entity in between the senses 
and self. 

But such guess work leads us no where- We 
must base our system on sound experience even 
a rustic on the road kn,ows that he has a mind- 
He does not make use of Logical and psychological 
subtleties to prove his own mind even when the 
ignorant man does not know that simultaneously 
many cognitions are produced. On the otherhand 
he knows that many congitlons are produced 
simultaneously. 

If you think that they have no knowledge of 
many cognitions produced at one and the same 
time, then they will think that it is futile to infer 
successional operation from some other thing thou¬ 
gh they know it in the eating of a long thing called 
Shaskuli, that cognitions arise in series one after 
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another. Eating a thing which is consumed 
gradually because it is a long piece gives them 
the direct perceptions coming one after another* 
Yet according to your contention this series Of 
gradual perceptions ought to have been inferred. 
But at the birth of direct knowledge no one goes 
in, for inference of the same thing. 

Then another inference is chosen to prove 
the existence of Mind. Knowledge, pleasure and 
pain are born of the contact of self and mind* 
If contact is to be proved two things are necessary 
and hence (self is existing) mind must be supposed 
to exist if their contact is essential to prove the 
birth of pleasure and pain* 

This inference proves only the contact of 
senses with self without proving the existence 
of mind* 

Then on the strength of a statement of 
f^hruti or desire is proved to be the form of 
mind or Antabkarana, we cannot brush aside the 
statement of Shruti, Hence ‘desire’ which natu¬ 
rally belongs to mind is supposed to belong to 
self on account of non-cognition of difference 
(between mind^and self )* 

But this objection Is explained^ away by 
stating that mind, also entertains ‘desire’ and 
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self also entertains ‘desire*. Hence there need 
not be non-cognition of difference between mind 
and self, for the appearance of ‘desire’ in self 
or Atma. Therefore no 3ra§ is necessary. 

There is no opposition from shrutl* Thus 
Atma has his own desire. So being chetana he 
can freely enter into activity at his own sweet 
will. But Pradhana being Achetana or insentient 
cannot enter into free activity which belongs 
only to chetana. Hence Pradhana cannot be the 
independent cause of creation. 

Now desire was argued to be of two kinds. 
Lower type of desire belongs to mind or 
Antahkarana- Higher type of desire belongs to 
Atma. It is the higher type of desire that is 
involved In creation. Hence independent desire 
which was the cause of creation belongs to Atma 
and not to Pradhana. Therefore Pradhana cannot 
be the independent cause of creation. 

is a part of the sutra and it is now 
interpreted differently. Here means 

‘Propogated by a man whose omniscience is 
proved by an inference’ or a statement, made 
by Sankhyacharya who usee mainly inferences 
whose validity is proved by inference* All 
this means ‘Pradhana known from the statement 



of SankhyAcharya* whioh is different from the 
meaning ‘Pradhana proved by Anumana’. 

Now this Pradhana is not the independent 
cause of creation; because it is insentient and hence 
it cannot consistently be independently active. 
Therefore it cannot be the agent cause of creation* 

Independent agency was defined as activity 
at one’s own desire and then because such desire 
cannot be attributed to insentient Pradhana, it 
cannot be the independent agent cause of' 
creation* But independent agency only means 
the state of not being actuated by any one else- 
Pradhana in its evolution of creation needs no 
other agent. Hence all the objections so long 
raised shall have to be withdrawn. 

The opposer though vanquished has still some 
more arrows in his quiver. He will not stop till 
all those are exhausted. He begins bis tirade of 
arguments. Mahat and other works constitute 
this world and they must have some original cause 
beoause they have extension and other things. 
Hence it was surmised that Pradhan was the 
original cause. It need not have another cause 
to produce it. Por it will be an endless bussiness* 
Hence it must be accepted as uncaused cause* Its 
freedom means ‘Not having any one else a 
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helping hand In this huge work** and not ,*not 
following one*S own will’. Its absence of helping 
hands is proved; because there are no evidences 
to prove their esdstenbe* 

If it is objected that insentient things have 
no first movement of their own; then in nature 
there is milk which pours out of Its own accord so 
that the calf might get nOiirishiheht^Ilain pburs out 
from the skj^ and feeds difierent fruits in diilerent 
ways (eoGonut)and'Other8).Eiver water flows down. 
Grass grazed turns into milk. Magnet attracts iron* 

Those who postula-te Brahman to be the 
cause of the world, do not accept this. HenCe 
Pradhana it the prime cause of creation. 

To this objection sutrakara replies 

Milk and water and many such other insenti¬ 
ent'things’^cannot be instanoes to prove that 
Pradhana is the cause of the world consisting of 
sentient and insehtieht things; and they cannot 
be insta^nce's' to show ^ the violation of our rule 
thOT chetafla alone oau one fit to enter into 
ao^iiVity acooffling to his wilh For there is a 
Shruti which States that Paramatma is one who 
actuates the world consisting of sentient and 
insentient entities, into activity. 
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Now in the instanoes like water, milk, and 
magnet gi^eh by the oppoaer the in-dwelling 
actuator is God and .none else. . Shruti says 

ai fh«3a:. Hence the 

statement that Pradhana needs no one else in its 
cosmic activity is also disproved. 

Now Aoharya in his explanatory verse says 
aatsaifa aalam i There is aiifa which is not found in 
the Sutra qaiaa^aatfa. But this is not an 
unauthorised addition to the Sutra. . For anfa is used 
to explain the coiming sutras like safa^via^taia. 
Then the sutra itself should be worded like 
aaisatra%wai1a. Had it been so no next sutra would 
have been necessary. So this is not an happy 
explanation. Hence Jayateertba gives another. 
The word siifa m added as an explanatory note 
to the sutra aalaa^waifq. 

Aeharya in his explanation adds u to what 
has been used in the sutra* Grammar allows us 
to use u to cdinbine even words not used* So the 
oppbsef had used niahy reasons to prove that 
Pradhana was the sole cause of oreatipn. AU 
those are taken here for critical survey. One of 
these reasons is qf^mwia which suffers violation 
For Prakriti is the state of equilibrium 
of Sattva Bajas and'Tamas* Here there is the 
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rei^son Parimana but Sudbya that it is tbe work 
ofrAvyakta is not there. For Prakrit! is no 
other than Avyakta. 

There need not be any objeotion for the thing 
limited in extension to be Avyakta^or the original 
oause. For only limited in extennt alone oan be 
the oause. Threads are cause of cloth. Besides 
a thing of unlimited extent) cannot be the cause. 
For if the ^hole of it is turned into one effect) 
theh the other effect will have no cause at all. 
And an unlimited cause produces an unlimited 
effect. The cause cannot operate in part* For 
an unlimited thing is partless and cannot act 
In part. 

But ih Sidhanta the original Prakrit! is un¬ 
limited in extent. The three Gunas are limited in 
extent and they are the first effeoti The operation 
of the unlimited Prakriti is eOntroUed by God in 
hia extraordinary capacity. This Prakriti though 
unlimited has parts in it* Hence it can behave 
actively engaging only its part* 

Besides the tenet that from unman!feat comes 
out manifest is untenable. To explain this 
Sankhya postnlatrs some Shakti or potency which 
is Q; 9 tbing but unmauifest form of effect in the 
oause. But this is possible Oul^ when he oan 
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Vic, 

prove that the effect ioyolved in the cause is the 
potency of the cause' ¥o prove this he runs to 
Satkaryavada ^the effect is already i eiistent - in 
the cau 8 e)But that is also still pending in decisioh* ' 


For this very reason his contention ‘division, 
and non-division’ stands contradicted' Because ' 
this contention Is entirely dependenton Satkar^a- 
vada, which stands' Still unproved. Things 
are not proved by mere postulation pf some " 
subtle tenets- Rather the other way is true. 
First we want proved data; then we can build 
pur tenet on the basis of that data. 

Others like the Tarkik also has a tenet of his 
own called : and which he adduces as 

reason to prove the existence of atoms 
in Udayana’s Kiranavali' Raghavendra Comes to 
our help to understand this tenet- He quotes ’ 
Kiranavali (tUvJwmiFJi 

fauixauwTFW’tumr? uwia a?i> Hijq'iu: fend • ' 

tells us his concept of an atom- “Take a gross - ■ 
thingjike a lump of earth- Then gp-on dividing 
it as small, smaller 5 and smallest tiir^bu reach Ck " 
thing,smaller than which,ypu do not find. That is 
my atom”. Says the Tarkika explaining Vibhaga* 

Then again he explains that this divieioh of 
Part and whole is not an endless series. If it is 
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then the mountain Meru and the tiny 
seed of mustard would haye been the same in size 
ap botli j Of, them haye an ehdlessi aeries of parts* 
^onoe you ^hall have to admit an end to this 
gdlyisipn :ofs5parte» fact explains to 

effects after some stage* 

Using this as his reason, the Tarkika argues 
that the bunch of atoms Is the cause of creation* 
The Sankhya shall have to admit this causality. 

The Sankhya recapitulates the stand- poin t 
of the Sidbanti and finds it a chain of illogical 
inconsistenciest For the Sidhaoti said that ‘desire’ 
really belongs to Atmah^d ^ot to insentient Prad- 
hana and cited ‘experience-as evidence to prove it. 
But when Shruti was summoned to refute it, he 
accepted the theory of two kinds of kaina or 
‘desire’; one was attributed to Atma and another 
to Antahkarana and thus explained away Shruti 
oontradiotion. Then he relinquished the theory 
that desire, was the attribute of Atma only and 
not of the insentient* 

This Is oompafed to the foolish and futile 
attempt of a man who took to a round about' by- 
rQ 9 .d during night to avoid octroi duty collected 
at;the ippiaU oottege on the road* But earl;^ in 
the morning inadvertently he came to the very 
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oottege where duties are oolleoted> This is called 
Baghavesdra beautifully explains 
this Nyaya in a. style, simple forcible and 
charming. Ufqqq?lt l 

uq?!! rimtsql 5l(q«qlt I Uff 

liff ^WffTwmqt muiawlgqi ugf*qfqqT?i 
siqurfk ^‘Ghatta Is that place where the traYellerB 
have to go having given some tax/(^?sl). Kutee 
Is that small place ^here the servants of the king 
who opHeCt that tax, reside. j(The trayBMere)they 
get up at night to go by another road to avoid 
this toll and not knowing the road Oome to the 
same toll when day breaks*’. ,' 

But there is a reply to the serious objeotion* 
8idhanti says that he concedes two kinds of 
desires : one is the attribute of Atma and another 
is modification of .mii^d- For the experience 
which is the experience of Sakshi proves 
irrefutably that Atma is the master of mental 
'desire’, Mind is only the material cause for that 
desire. Just as the prop has for its 'material 
cause the field, and yet belongs to the farmer and' 
not to the field. So also Atma is the master of 
the mental desire. 

i ut this is like the attempt of a man who 
trFiH^o join one end (to something) and finds the 
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dther end disjoined* For in order to disown 
doership of the insentient, the Bidhanti agreed to 
aooept the mastery of Atma over desire. If so 
God is not the Master of the desire of a potter 
(his desire is the modifioation of his inind) and 
hence God is not the creator of the pot. For the 
potter is the real master Over his desire which is 
the modification of his mind. But eisewhere God 
is said to be all doer. 

Now the ^question arises whether alhdoership 
belongs to Godor 1^^^ In respect of snch work as 
the creation of Mahat and others, as it is 
impossible for Jeeva to create, we may admit God 
is the creator of such huge tasks- But in the 
case of pots and pans it is the soulv that is found 
to create them according to our experience and 
hence God need not bo aooepted as the creator. 
Therefore God is not the all-doer in the sense of 
creator of all small and great things. 

When this doubt arises the answer is that if 
soul is accepted as the doer of all things, experi:^ 
ence goes against it, because the soul, of himBelf 
cannot achieve his good and avoid his evil* HehOe 
we must accept God as all doer, oh a<jcobnt of 
hi^ inconceivable power* He is an independent 
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creator and not the soul. Therefore it is prOYed 
that God is the all doer* 

^ ^ 

It is 80 very easy to pro^e God.’s supreme 
mastery over the Mesires of all’. For man with 
his limited mastery over his desire can be the 
doer of his limited work* But Go^ is immanent 
in every such agent of work. The potter is the 
master of his mind* Hence he is the creator of 
the pot* But God also resides in the body of the 
potter* And by his own desire And knowledge 
and effort God creates knowlegde desire and effort 
in the mind of the potter. Then God actuates 
and animates the potter’s outside Sensed and 
creates pot* The potter gets lent mSstery over 
the work. For it is Grod who lends us knowledge, 
desire and effort. Thus doership is seCbiidarily in 
Jeeva while it is primary in God. ' 

Jayateertha quotes Bbagavata to dorroborate 
this truth* Raghavendra eluoidatee this quotation 
by offering context, so that the meaning comes 
home to the miud of the reader. In the Fifth 
Skanda in the tenth Adhyaya there is a oohyer-" 
sation between Jadabharata and king Rahugana; 
Jadabh^rata had been forced to bear the Palan¬ 
keen of king Rahugana* But Jadabharata was the 
most detached) unassuming) and one oompletely 
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i Burrended to the Will of God* In his detached 
ivforgelfulness he did hot-' property attend to hie* 
forced labonr. Babugaha roughly todh him to 
task and severely repremanded him with a warn¬ 
ing that he i was slighting the presence of his 
eiinaster^’ the king* So Jadabharata telle him 
l ithe bitter truth that the relatioifship of master 
ihnd servant bet wheh ihan and man is only formal 
and incidentalf B-eal realtionship of master and 
{Sepvantf'is to'be«dbhhd between God Hari and 
man« ras God Sarids the real master and eternal 
master over us, his eternal servants. Jadabharata 
tells the king bluntly that he is working under an 
illusion, that he is God* > And^nder. ■ the induenoe 
pfthat illusion he threatened to punish ’Jada* 
bharata- So ho told the king that absolute 
mastery over all, is a foolisb assumption of the 
king-- That-attiibute bears real signifioanoe only 
God- Eovit is Hari who is to be meditated 
upon with undivided mind to get Mhktl* So 
Jadabharata concludes that Hari is his real 
Master and the King is only a preposterous 
pretender* 

Now the; Sankhya uses the laH missile of 
^f^gument, AU that has been hurled against Sa>nk> 
hyadpes not amount to a positive and serious flaw 
in his argument* For what haP been agreed to, by 
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hiin about Pradhana is in a spirit of benefaction 
and kindness to those who are in misery. It was 
argued against Sankhya that if desire belongs 
to Antahkarana, then the desire of Moksha also 
belongs to Antahkarana and not to Atma who 
gets Moksha, This upsets all rules about means 
and ends. It is a rule that the desire of end» 
the means applied^ and its fulfilment should all 
be found in one man- Otberwise there is anarofay 
of the rule of effort and award of fruit. That one 
is to make efforts and the other is to reap their 
fruit* is a bad Government, 


The Sankhya says that this blame, as every¬ 
thing is done in good spirit* does hot amount to 
serious draw back- For with a good intention^ 
Pradhana assumes independent agehey of creation* 
in order that the souls or Purushas might get 
Moksha. Great men of benevOlenoe are seen to 
undertake work for the benefit of others. 

But we must note that no benefactor tries 
to bring hie own ruin upon himself. For the 
Moksha of Piirusha means the ruin of Prakrlti. 
Besides Purusha does not get any accretions from 
Antahkarana nor has he -any activity. So how 
does he get benefit from Antahkarana ? 
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Even this, dofs not convinoe the Saukhya» 
He argues that a sentient creature may seek self 
interest and may avoid self-ruin. But insentient 
Pradhana, sh ould not be expeci ted to make these 
nice distinctions. 

'' If it be .so then it oannot be expected that 
vPradhana mljght seek the interest of Purnsha 
^Iso. If It is the i nature of Pradhana to try for 
>itfae/ Moksha' ofciPhrusha, then Purush should 
never suffer from bondage. 

Thus refuting the atheist Sankhya) Sidhanti 
how refuteB those l|ankhyas who advocate doership 
of Prakriti an 4 y^^t^admit. ehjoyership of Atma. 
If thus doership and enjoyership are assigned to 
different persons, the first thing is that this is 
not found any whera- If on the other hand 
Prakriti is assigned bothy then all sacred texts 
which declare bondage and release or Moksha to 
Atma, a r e oontradioted. Thus Sankhya is 
approaching Mayavadin. For they also recognise 
the soul to be mere oonsciousness without any 
attributes like doership or enjoyership and hence 
veiry nearly non-exlsteht and assign doership to 
insentient Avidya. The Sankbya no-doubt 
reobgmaeS multiplicity_of souls. Why! Mayavadi 
also recognises many souls I (Those who admit 
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mttoy Atmas)> Henoe 'the Sankhyas also are 
to be discarded. 

(Brahma Sutrst^ 2-2) (3T?qflrroTWTr«i^??tt»|) 

The theist Sankhya says that God has power 
to favour the material cause Prakrlti. He is 
omniscient, free from misery and the binding of 
work- That Prakriti has power to become the 
material cause* Jeeva has power of procreation 
being favoured with body and a set of senses. 
Iswara or God stands amidst these like rain* 
Pradhana has independent power to become the 
material cause. The Jeeva also Is independent in 
his power. Merely by his presence he sows 
the seed. 

Shri Vedavyasa himself refutes this baselesB 
theory. 3tJq5nviwt«^Rg^Tfwci. In Prakriti and 
Purusha and in the seed there Is no independent 
power of the field or of the seed or sowing the 
seed. Por it is God Hari.that animates all those 
powers- This is very well treated in the shruties^ 

Then comes the next l^utra 
Sbnie have interpreted this sutra in a difTerent 
way. “Pormerly it was proved that Pradhana 
could actuate itself. Now even if its actuation 
is accepted stiirit serves no purpose”. But this 
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mterpretation is not sound* For had it been 
oorreot the Siitra ought to have been only 

The topic of this Adhikarana is to be intro* 
duoed here. Charyaka or the Materialist contends 
that Pradhana being insentient uiight not be the 
oaqse of creation* But, he says, a body is sentient 
and hence it has evefy claim to be called the 
original cause of creation* Hence there is no 
need of God* This contention of the materialist 
desires the existence of God and hence knocks the 
bottom out of theism and theistlc philosophy* 

Haghavendra derives the wordThe 
advocate of materialism is Brahaspati who is 
famous for bis sweet tongue. He easily Captures 
the mind of uneducated mass* This famlnihe of 

is Add the termination anii> to it. f is 
dropped and ^we get th^ form wrafe the ibllowei) 
OP disciple of Braihaspati. The creed of is 
that there is only one -ihstrument Of knowledge 
and that Is perceptiorif In respect of pleasure 
and pain in respect of minutest lines of pots and 
pans or in respect of any knowable thing the only 
means of knowledge acknowledged by him is 
perception* 

If any one objects to this perceptual positi- 
vism on the ground that oortain things are not 
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manifest to senses, charwaka oSimly replies that 
things are oonsidered as existent only when 
warranted by evidences and proofs. God for 
instance is not perceptible; and hence he is not 
existing. Hence there is no soul other than body* 
The highest values in life are pleasures and wealth. 

But when thus if the Charwaka, impelled by 
his positivistic zeah denies all imperceptible 
entities) it goes hard for this Indian 'Positivist 
to move an inch in the held of philosophical 
dkcussion. This materialism is a science and 
requires systematisation, and presentation so as 
to catch the imagination of the mass. If not 
what is the use of doctrlne^building. Now a 
systematic science must have an attractive topic 
and a valuable purpose. The purpose is unrealised 
so for and is yet: to be realised* Such a thing is 
beyond senses, So the topic also is imperceptible. 
When the system has no topic to deal with and no 

purpose to realise no Intelligent man persues it 
seriously. 

Now Atma or soul is distinctly known to be 
different from the body only by perception; The ' 

perception ‘my body’ proves body to be different 
from the Atma ‘I’, 

The materialist oomes to ag^ee that Atma is 
existent and is differeht from body. Still he 
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oaonot oodcede the existence 6f highest values in 
life other than riches and pleasures and the means 
to realise them* For there are no evidences to 
prove their existence* If inferences and Shruties 
are cited as the instruments, the Charvaka does 
not accept them as valid proofs. 

So the Shidhanti, asks him what evidence 
proves that perception alone is the valid means 
of knowledge. If Charvaka agrees that inference' 
arid verbal testimony which prove the validity 
of Pralyaksha, are valid; then why does he not 
agree that inference arid verbal testimony also 
prove the validity of veda ? 

Now there is again a side issue that “that which 
apprehends knowledge also apprehends its validity 
naturally”. This does notmean that Bakshi which 
apprehends knowledge apprehends it only as 
valid. If It is BO) the Bakshi apprehending 
knowledge ansing from the statements of Budha 
as valid, will consider Vedas as invalid. . 

Hence no^ arguments can be adduced to 
prove the invalidity of inference and the verbal 
testimony* 

Thus this doctrine has neither purpose nor 
subject matter For it does not accept the 
existence of Cod and religious merit which are 
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beyond senaes* We must be very indifferent to 
its propogation- 

In this Adhikarana the topic for discussion 
is .that some; among atheist sankhyaS) expound 
the theory of creation by Pradhana graced by the 
presence of Purusha or Atma- Then this ought 
to have'been treated just before Anyatrabhavadhi- . ? 
karana. But this topic is taken for treatmentv 
as an extra-doubt* Por just as tjhe body with the 
presence of Atma brings a stone, so also the ^ 
Pradhana itself with the presepiQe. of Atma does 
the work of creation of Mahat and others* This is . ; 
the extra doubt, still as Pradhana has no know¬ 
ledge and desire and effort^ Of its own, being 
insentient, this system also has the same flaws 
in the ideas that were shown before 1h twsilHwdj* 

Besides in this theory A tma p^^ys the second 
Addle to Pradhana- This is found contrary to diif 
experience. For we find that Atma plays ihe ‘ 
first fiddle, for be'is sentient. And this is a fiat ‘ 
refusal to accept universal experienoe;r 

But Raghayendra warns us'that the Sutrki 
kara accepts Swatan try a to Jeeva onlyforthe ' 
sSke of argument. Reallyuspeagingi^; Jeeva is 

dependent and never claims independence* For 
this point is mt^de clear in.the ojq^ining iSutras where- 
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Jeeva has been shown to haye no independence in 
existence, activity or knowledge. 

So Jeeva Is not the creator. It is Ishwara 
or God who is independent and hence is the 
creator^ 

Next, another School of Sankhyas is taken 
np for critical survey. They believe that Purusha 
is the creator; but he is graced with the presence 
of Prakriti. And this truth was known to them 
through inferencei *Mahat and other evolutes 
are evolved by PUrusha with the gracious presence 
of Pradhana; because it is some work like the 
bringing of stone’. We find some improvement 
over the previous doctrine in which Prakriti was 
the creator, with the gracious presence of Purusha. 
For we find here Purusha playing the main role 
helped by Prakriti which is warranted by our 
experience. Purusha can very agreeably be the 
doer as found in our life. Prakriti is Bubordinate 
to him because in the absence of Purusha as in 
sleep the body lies down without being able to 
move. When the physical set of senses and body 
are inactive Purush alone cannot do any thing; 
and hence the necessity of the presence of 
Prakriti- So Iswara is of no use in the creation 
of the world- 
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The Sutrakara objectB to this theory. For 
he asks this type of Saakhya a qaestioD, whether 
at any time Purnsh is inf^ependent or not. If the 
first alternative is accepted then Purueha is the 
chief doer and Prakriti is subotdinate to him and 
still he is not completely independent, then he 
shall have to accept one different from these two 
who ts absolutely independent and this is our 
Paramatman. For this Purusha is not able to 
actuate and impel Pradhanainto creative activity. 

Here a very knotty problem arises and 
demands our close attention. Purusha engages 
in his work of creation with the presence of 
Prakriti* This gracious presence of Prakriti is 
not mere existence or mere physical contact, 
with Purusha* But it is through instrumentality 
that Prakriti graces Purusha with her presence. 
This instrumentality also includes objeotiveness 
and being recepticle* As ‘senses’ Prakriti is an 
object. And as body it is a reoepticle- 

Now the Prakriti in the form of senses must 
be impelled into activity as instruments. Purusha 
himself is unable to actuate both the senses and 
the body. Pradhana itself becomes senses and 
then like subordinate cause to Purusha actuates 
the senses. And hence tho Sankhya argues that 
there is no necessity of Paramatma. 
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But this is not a reasonable stand* It is a 
rule that a thing not used by the agent cannot be 
called an instrument* Purusha himself is not able 
to actuate Prakrit! in the form of senses* Hence 
Prakriti in the form of senses becomes a subordi¬ 
nate cause and animates Purusha* In one actuation 
one entity itself is the object of actuation and 
instrument of action- This is contrary to reason* 
For that entity shall have to exist before itself.This 
is as impossible as one standing upon his own sho¬ 
ulders. Actuation would transform a thing into an 
instrument* Then that instrument should actuate 
it. This requires actuation in actuation* This is 
explained thus* If Pradhana were to actuate 
Puruah by itself becoming an instrument, it being 
karana or instrument itself and being used by 
Purusha, actuation of Pradhana shall have to be 
before itself. This is an absurd thing. 

So we want a Purusha who, independent of 
Pradhana, should be able to work. Such a 
Purusha is Iswara or God* 

Now by expounding his side as In the first 
Adhyaya and refuting the side of his adversaries 
as in the Second Adhyaya, the Sidhanti clearly 
represents his tenet* Then what is the use of the 
portion that is written after this ? No doubt this 
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objection is found true^ yet we want to show that 
this atheistic Sankhya tenet is very poor in its 
conception* Hence we try to expose all its dirty 
mud before the thinking Public* Further portion 
reveals most mean type of daws in his system. 

This is Vaisheshikadhikarana. In this 
Adhikarana the atomic theory of Vaieheshikas 
is criticised* The Vaisheshikas no doubt admit 
the existence of God« Still their conception of 
God is highly objectionable. For they entertain 
doubt about the qualities of Paramesvara. They 
believe God has eternal knowledge, will and effort. 
Besides he has only five more qualities. 

Now we come to Vaisheshika’s theory of orea> 
tioni In the great dissolution there remain the eter 
nals to be mentioned here after, and the transient 
like Adrishta consisting of Papa and Punya. When 
Brahma has spent his hundred years, Mahesvara 
entertains strong desire to create the world for 
enjoyment of souls. The mature Adrista 
becomes actuated in all the souls. Then the souls 
coming in contact with the atoms which were 
divided, make these atoms join in twos. These 
atoms are of four kinds; atoms of earth, of 
water, of fire and of wind. Similar atoms alone 



ooms together. Then only they constitute ft 
cause to bring about an effect* 

The process of the creation of objects is as 
follows Two atoms of one of the four varieties 
being impelled as told before, come together and 
become one binary compound The two 

atoms, that went to form it, were infinitely smal^ 
and the result of that combination also was 
infinite in size- Therefore they are Supersensuous. 

Thus when dvyanukas are formed three such 
binaries of the same variety when adjusted 
produce a triad (74'^^) and this is the same as the 
dust mote flying in the sun beam and this is the 
mioimucn size required for visibility. Its magni¬ 
tude is finite or Mahat and finite objects are made 
out of such triads* Again such four tryanukas of 
the same class join.together and form the chatura- 
nuka and so on and so forth. 

There is another School which modifies this 
process a little and admits the theory that four 
dvyanukas form a chaturanuka* Thus there is 
no fixed number of atoms in a chaturanaka. 

Then we come to the theory of causality- 
in the system of Vaisheshikas all positive 
products have three causes in their production- 
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One is called SamaYayikarana or Inseparable cause 
or material cause- That is the Samavayikarana 
in which the karya or effect resides with a 
Samavaya Samandha while being produced- For 
instance the tryanuka is in dvyanuka with the 
reiatioDsbip of i^amavaya and hence the dvya- 
nukas are called the material cause of Tryanuka* 
Second is Asamavayikarana or accidental cause* 
For instance the contact between the dvyanukas 
is the accidental cause for the production of 
Tryanuka. Then there is the third cause which 
is called Nimittakarana or Agent cause. The 
desire of God is Nimittakarana in the production 
of Dvyanuka or Tryanuka, 

Now the magnitude of the cause becomes 
the Asamavayi cause for magnitude of effect. 
(For any guna or karma in the material cause 
becomes the Asamavayi karana for guna or karma 
ia the effect)* Though this is the accepted tenet 
in causality yet this is modified in some places* 
For instance Anntva is of two types, eternal and 
non-eternal- . This eternal Anutva which is also 
called Parimandilya is to be found in the four 
types of atoms- Non-eternal Anutva is to be 
found in dvyanuka* Mahalva again is of two 
types eternal and non-eternal. Non eternal 
Mahatva is to be found in Tryanuka and other 
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efifectfl. Hriswatwa is to be found In Dvyanuka 
and Deerghatwa in Tryanuka. Some admit 
Hriswatva also in atoms* 

Here we find the disorepenoy and distinction 
made* For the magnitude' of dvyanuka is not 
the Asamavayikarana of magnitude of Tryanuka* 
The magnitude of dvyanuka is Hriswatva and 
Anutva. While the magnitude of Tryanuka is 
Mabatva and deerghatva* There cannot be any 
Asamavayi relationship between two dissimilar 
qualities* 

But the magnitude in Tryanuka is considered 
the Asamavayikarana of the magnitude in Chatu’ 
ranuka* Why this distinction ? This objection 
edis rais by sutrakara in the sutra 

Sutrakara means to say that though Vaishe- 
shika system is expounded with all its ramifica 
lions still there is lurking logical weakness at its 
very core* That disorepenoy is already shown. 
What does Mahat mean?ThiB word is used to show 
a substance like Mahat born of Prakriti. Here 
Mahat is used as an abstract noun Mabatva which 
means or magnitude* 

So the whole argument melts down to this* 
“The magnitudes of binary and triad are produced 
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by the magnitudes of their Inherent causes or 
material causes. Because they are magnitudes of 
effects. The magnitude of chaturanaka is the 
example* He adduces many more arguments to 
prove that the magnitude of Tryanuka is 
produced by the magnitude of Dvyanuka- 

Here the opposer counters the Shidhanti that 
the reason adduced by the Shidhanti is found to 
be true only under certain conditions. For 
instance the reason adduced by Shidhanti is 
ftW'ihtumwia because it is magnitude of an effect. 
Here is the or condition under which 

the reason comes out to prove the Sadhya* ‘The 
magnitude of Tryanuka is produced by the 
magnitude of (Dvyanuka) the material cause of 
its resort (Tryanuka)’* This is true only in oases 
where the magnitude is different from or , 
different from a substance of Anu magnitude* 
Now Raghavendra shows how this is a logical 
condition or upadhl which is defined as 
nfh tcrnwnmw 3qir«r:. This logical condition is 
found invariably co-existing with the major (uisu) 
but not with the middle {^5 or ui«f?i)* In the 
present inference the Sndhya or major term is 
‘magnitude of the effect being produced by the 
magnitude of the cause of that effect which is its 
substrate’* Now the condition is found in 
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the Ohaturanufc Parimana, because it is 
different from aoj and it is not existing with UIU!! 
because in the magnitude of Dvyanuka which Is 
the substrate for magnitude of effect there is sjojia 
Thus it ban be proved to be upadhi in other infe¬ 
rences also* Sidhanti in a future context shows 
that his inferences are not obstructed in their 
operation* Hence the discrepancy shown by 
sidhanti in the system of Vaisheshisa is confirmed* 

The Vaisheshika again argues that the fact 
that magnitude of Tryanuka is the cause of the 
magnitude of Ohaturanuka is reasonable. For 
causality can be established between similar 
things (both the magnitudes are Mahat); but the 
magnitude of Dvyanuka is Ahu and Hrisva while 
that of Tryanuka is Mahat and Deergha* So 
they are dis similar and cannot be related as 
cause and effect- 

Thus if it is argued that the magnitude of 
the atom produced the magnitude of the binary 
which on its part produced the magnitude of 
triad; for they are all similar in nature, then, 
the magnitude of all will be infinitismal and thus 
even Tryanuka and ohaturanuka being Ana will 
be invisible; which is contradicted by perception. 



This argument of the Vaiaheshikas forces 
the Sidhanti to counter argue thus Then there 
is Mahat Parimana in Paramanu. Because, there 
is Mahat in the atom therefore there is mahat in 
binary also. This cannot be avoided. Beginning 
from an atom till we reach the final product 
which has perceptible form and tangibility, we 
find all shall have the magnitude of Mahatva> 
and shall have to be perceptible. Or if infinitismal 
they shall have to be imperceptible- But you 
cannot argue otherwise that the atoms should be 
perceptible and Triads should be imperceptible- 
Perceptibility and im perceptibility are contra¬ 
dictory of each other and cannot be co-existent 

Kanada in his sutra tells us the same 

thing. But if they are not found in the same 
place how to explain that of Kuvala, Amalaka, 
and Bilva fruits the one which comes first is said 
to be Anutara, more atomic than the one which 
comes next ? In the same manner how to explain 
that, of these, the one which comes next is said 
to be Mahattara than the one which is .first ? 
Of course this is layman's view. Now 
this sntra tells us that there is only Mahat va and 
no Anutva just as a piece of oloth^conch shell and 
crystal are said to be white, more white and most 
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white and the one that comes next to what comes 
first is said to be Mahattara and Mahaitama; 
Anutva is used to show only great mahs’»va and 
greater mahatva and yet there is no Anutva at all. 
But there is only Mahatva- So to call them 
Mahat is of primary significance while the use of 
Anutva is only secondary. Anutva, is not here 
as it is found in atom. This is the meaning of 
this sutra of Kanada- 

Perceptibility and inperceptibility can be 
reconciled with reference to different persons. 
So also in every thing there is Anutva and 
Mahatva with reference to different substances- 
All things have different magnitudes; and hence 
even an atom has Mahatva. 

These two Anutva and Mahatva are relative 
terms. Hence there is no contrariety between 
these two; and they can be found oo-existing in 
one place* In the same manner perceptibility 
end inperceptibility also may be reconciled. 
Im perceptibility dbes not depend upon merely 
the withdrawal of Mahatva; but it also depends 
upon the defects in the eye sight of man. Because 
it is so very difQcult to prove that such a type of 
Mahatva Is the cause of imperoeptibility. Hence 
we say that, that magnitude of a substance which 
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enables man to peroeire that substance is the 
cause of perception. Thus we shall set forth, 
not a general rule; but a particular one different 
with each case as for as magnitude is concerned. 
In the same manner when a substance of certain 
magnitude becomes imperceptible to a particular 
man, to him that magnitude is the cause of 
imperceptibility. Thus perceptibility and impe- 
rceptibility have reference to particular individuals 
and no absolute standard can be fixed. 

Magnitude is thus graded in all substances* 
Hence even an atom might be finite or Mahat* 
There is lower gradation below the magnitude 
of a substance; and there is upper gradation up 
the maguitude of the substance. In both these 
gradations we have limits. There is limit for 
the lower grade as there is limit for the higher 
grade, and as reason the magnitude of higher 
grade substances is adduced, to prove the limit 
of the lower grade which Is atomic (magnitude) 
and there is no particle, less in magnitude than 
an atom. The Vaisheshika wants to prove a 
thing to be atomic in size by saying ‘like the 
magnitude of a higher gradation. 

But the question Is how can this prove that 
the higher grade has a magnitude called Mahat 
(finiteness). Por it proves that there is no 



333 


partiole, less in magnitude than atomic* So this 
cannot proye the magnitude of Mahat in things 
of higher magnitude* Hence there is no stop 
even in the higher grade; then there oannot be 
any stop in the lower grade* 

Now Mahat in the higher grade has many 
parts in it* Then only It would be possible to 
say that God’s magnitude is five or six times the 
magnitude of Mahat* 

Now here the word is used* How is 

the word derived T Raghavendra gives the 
derivation* This ooours in the 
(jtfTqH By referring to the magnitude of 

we cannot estimate the demensions of 
Iswara and others as four fold or five fold of 
Mahattatva). Now if the members of this comp¬ 
ound are and then the compound should 
have been Mahatatva, just like 

Mahahrid, Because the rule is 
wnsftqutO when qga is followed by a word in the 
same case or a word meaning a universal, the last 
syllable is substituted by w so It becomes q^l* 
For is followed by In the same case with 
q|?qj And hence a is changed to qt and (q^+qi) 
it becomes q|i* But here it is 
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So the explanation is that the whole 
is the name of specialised substance. In the case 
of names and in the case of Vedic words the wise' 
follow the usage. And to this the corroboration 
of Vartika is given. In such oases u is not at alj 
dropped {5|?rapJT). aw is a symbol standing for 
Common nouns and vedic words. When these 
words are used ^ is not dropped. Hence the use of 
wgrTjaR is warranted by grammar. 

In wiwfanwti: the word aw is repeated here 
by Tantra) which means once used technically 
becomes doubled, by Tantra. (wsfswftii 
9w) So first ww means magnitude and the second 
ww means counting or measuring. So it means 
that by ascertaining the magnitude of Mahat it is 
not possible to ascertain the magnitude of God 
and such others that have great magnitude of 
infinity. But God is unlimited in extent and 
magnitude. Hence we cannot measure the magni¬ 
tude of God with the measuring rod of Mahat’s 
magnitude* 

In the same manner the lower grade in mag- 
tude also cannot be fixed in the atom that it is 
one sixth of a triad or Tryanuka. If still it is 
persisted that there is a particle possessing infinite 
number of parts it contradicts experience. For 
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no where hare we oome across with such a 
particle. 

Eaghavendra recapitulates what has been 
said so far. In the magnitude of Paramanu or 
atom there are both higher and lower grade 
soalee. Then a doubt was raised that there is a 
stop of scale in lower grade in the atom and 
accordingly there is also a stop or cessation of 
higher grade in the triad. But this was repudiated 
by exposing many logical fallacies; and it was 
established that there is higher scale as well as 
lower scale in magnitude and in both ways there 
is no end to them- Now how to prove that there 
was no end to the higher scale of magnitude ? 
Three things of positively infinite magnitude 
(Parama mahat Parimana) are recognised viz 
God, Time, and sky. Sky is here ‘space’ or 
Avyakrita Akasha. Of these time and space are 
apprehended by Saksbi as having an endless 
higher grade of scale of magnitude. In the same 
manner Saksbi apprehends negative infinity of 
lower grade scale in Time and space. For in the 
atom Sakshi cognises negative infinity of lower 
scale of magnitude. 

But if this is not agreed to, then what 
evidence is there to prov^e that space and time 
have infinity of higher grade in magnitude. 
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To this the oppoder might pose that infere¬ 
nce and not Sakshi, apprenends the endlessness 
of higher grade in magnitude* But really speaking 
inference warrants ue the cessation of higher 
grade in magnitude- 

If the opposer falls back upon sacred scrip¬ 
tures for evidence in order to oust Sakshi from 
its position of evidence in this respect, we must 
scrutinise what this sacred text says. The text 
begins like this arwJiw ilirw* The relevent por¬ 
tion is The pronoun 

qcr: refers to the noun onvia: in the previous part 
of it. So sntnst is said to be Raghavendra 

tells us that this interpretation is that of the 
Vaisheshika who does not accept the interpretation 
of the Sidhanti that in its higher primary 

sense is Vishnu and not the sky- Another point 
Raghavendra brings as an objection to our notice 
is that as the Shidhanti has already asserted that 
no other pramana than Sakshi apprehends the 
endless infinity of higher grade in magnitude. It 
is irrelevent here to quote sacred text as evidence. 
But the reply is that, as he suggests, it is a 
temperory concession granted by the Sidhanti 
for argument’s sake, that he might quote Agama 
as Pramana- Then Jayateeith analyses the 
whole situation thus mufir). 
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Agama does not state the endless infinity 
of space and time; but before Agama sets in tp 
declare it, Sakshi apprehends it, and Agama only 
repeats what Sakehi has apprehended* Even if 
Agama Is accepted as original in apprehending 
and declaring the endless infinity, that does not 
affect the position of the Sidhanti* For there in 
Agama is said to be which only means 
‘endless* or infinite*. 

This infinUy or is unqualified and hende 
refers to both, higher soale of: magnitude as well 
as lower scale of. magnitude> Hence Agama 
declares bothfhp grades to be. endless; in their 
magni tude* Therefore the lower grade Parimana 
of Faramanu also does not. stop at it but goes on 
ad infinitum- . 

If so it is as good as;:attributing little time 
and little magnitude to God who is annbunoed as 
endless;in time, space and magnitude* But this 
objection is no objeotibn at all. For the well 
versed in the “ Veda - ettribute little time and 
unlimited magnitude to Brahmah of infinity. 
But in Brahman littleness and greatness reside 
side by side in peaceful alliance. 

It is agaiu objected that such inoanipatibili- 
ties and inoonsistbaCies Cannot be toierated in 
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the all hannonious Brahman. Sutrakara has 
never even mentioned this* To this the Sidhanti 
rejoins that contradictions have been reconciled 
by Sutrakara in the autra For he has 

advocated causality between things of dissimilar 
nature. Atomic magnitude of and 
are not similar to the magnitude of Triad viz 
and Yet these are produced by 

and For instance it is the number of ^ 

two and three inherent in Paramanu which 
produces the magnitude of a binary* This is 
similar to the fa>dt that by oompaotness (sran) 
which Is nothing but, parts coming together in 
close contact, produces the magnitude of a 
bundle of cotton* Again in variant locations the 
higher and lower seals of magnitude of endless 
infinity are propounded) one in the sky and the 
other in the atom* Thus in different locations, 
magnitude realises its higher grade and lower 
grade infinity* Therefore Acharya has rightly 
said that Brahman of even higher grade magni¬ 
tude of infinity is said tp have lower grade 
magnitude like the sky, by the Pandits of Veda, 

Besides he who is not existent in a little 
space and in a little time, cannot be existent in 
all time and in all space.' Not existent, in various 
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parts of time and space amounts to complete 
non existence) empty vacuum* 

Now let us analyse the concept of universality 
of existence' according to Tarkika, ^contact of 
ail material objects is universal existence and not 
existence in all places’* Because Akasha is Sarva* 

" gata and yet does not exist in any Substratum. 

Now the parts of things like pots and pans 
have that magnitude of the space they occupy. 
But pots cannot have the magnitude of the sky* 
For the parts and the whole of the pot are 
different cum identical and not absolutely iden¬ 
tical. If time and sky have no existence in 
small parts of space they are non>existing. This 
imposition we do accept- 

If the Taikika considers all pervasiveness 
as contact of all material objects, Sidhaati says 
he has no objeotion* But this leads us to the 
idea of limitedness in higher grade of magnitude. 
For contact of limited dimensions results in 
limitedness of magnitude which goes against the 
creed of Tarkika, who admits nnlimitedness in 
higher grade of magnitude* 

Therefore there is no limit to both magni¬ 
tudes of higher and lower grade. Now Sldhanti 
takes up the question of higher and lower 
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Magnitude of Time. He lasserts that this iuBnity 
of magnitude of higher and lower grade Is not 
only to be found in €rdd j Timei and spade but it 
extends to even Prakritl.* Mahat anid othet sub¬ 
stances of great magnitutie, yet the reah infinite 
or aisia is Brahma or Yishnu; for he is independent 
and infinite in all ways. While :time and others 
though infinite are depending upon God. So: 
real infi^hity or perfectness in respect of Time) 
space, and quality as said in Geeta Bhashya i^ to 
bo found dfily in Brahma and riot in other infinite 
things, ufirO* 

Kaghavendra elucidates the use of v in 
3fiT5itw^lu\ ’ First Jayateertha has explained it as 
Kaghavendra explains all meanings of w* 
He says that ^ has four meanings. 

wwu) of these he explains 
as iii'V3Tnq( joining one principal and another 

subordinate) which means ‘if during the time of 
begging you See the cow, bring it; if yon do not 
see, do not” Thus iri the present context Aoharya 
says, in bis that Brahman 

is nwtRwas eterriilly infinite. Hence temporal 
infinity is expressed. Such eternal infinity is not 
to be fouiid in hoiirS^' minutes and seconds* This 
definition of eternal infinity of Brahman excludes 
these small parts of time, but the whole (being 
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infinite) is not excluded. Others of infinite 
magnitude (like space, Prakrit! and others) are 
not excluded • Hence there is 

Or if the definition of Brahmatt .is taken as 
^independent infiqity^ or ‘infinity in respect pf 
Time, space, and quality.’, no dou^ arises^ asuto 
overpervasion. But on the,strength of th® 
context' if infinity is taken as Inhnii'y of both 
higher grade magnitude and io^cr grade magni" 
ttide then the definition of Brahman o^erpervades 
parts of tinie like hours, minutes and seconds. 
Hence the word uai or eternal is added. Over 
pervasion in time should be removed byways as 
already, suggested, 

/ 

The question of lower grade magnitude as 
having unlimited infinity is again raked up for 
oritioal review. Even an atom, is conceived as 
having parts which are again divisible into parts 
ad infinitum. But this conception is considered 
to be baseless; for atom is the last and smallest 
magnitude and there is no smaller substance than 
the atom.' " 

This objection dpes npt holid good. For even 
the atom is divisible, and its part may be divided 
and so on and so forth* 
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But what is the proof for this wild imagi¬ 
nation ? Sakshi is the proof. But one may ask 
why sakshi should at all be aooepted as proof ? 
For one of the aooepted proofs like perception 
and inferenoe might endorse the voracity of 
knowledge under question. But the truth or 
validity of pleasure and pain and the sky which 
are imperceptible is beyond the jurisldiction of 
Buoh proofs as peroeption and inference. The 
'opposer is obdurate and becomes ready . for the 
worst consequence of surrendering the validity 
of cognition and discourse of pots and pans (for 
the validity of all cognitions is the subject of 
Sakshi only)- 

. Or he contends that the validity of Percept¬ 
ion and others might be proved by a 'general 
inference. “The validity of Perception and others 
sis warranted by proof; because it is a thing like 
pot”. Hence there need be no Sakshi a spedial 
proof to apprehend the validity of all knowledge. 

To this the Sidhanti replies, that just as in 
the system of Nyaya, the existence of the sky is 
proved by a general inference first and then by a 
partiouiar inference; So also Sakshi is proved by 
The meaning of si?rw is if inference 
proveis some other thing in the place of Sakshi> 
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then there is its or refutation of it For in 
order to prove the validity of some cognition you 
require some inference, then iii order to prove the 
validity of this inference, there is another and 
still another and so on and so forth; and there is 
infinite regress. This is the and hence to 

avoid this difficulty you. shall have to admit 
8akshi. 

But Sakshi does not require another proof 
to prove its validity. For it is s#lf-evident. By ' 
means of this Bakshi we are going to prove that 
even Paramann or atom has parts because it is a 
substance. Flven quality and action?are accepted 
as having parts and hence there is no violation of 
this rule. In the same manner other logical flaws 
also can be removed.For instance the triad is per. 
oeived by the eye; and is produced by substances 
of less magnitude.Because, it is a production like a 
pot. Thus a binary is proved to exist. In the same 
manner if we employ the services of inference 
we come to know that a binary is formed of 
minute indivisible particles called atoms- Thus 
atoms are inferred afs eternally partless. Otherwise 
there will be endless regress. Therefore if atoms 
are accepted as divisible you offend the validity 
of that means of knowledge which has proved its 
existence as a partlesk Substance* 
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Op as already iotroduoed the magoitiide of a 
Substanoe at last must be reduced, to a least 
reduction so that no further reduction can be conc¬ 
eived* This place of least reduction of magnitude 
Is the atom* Thus your conception of divisible 
atom offends the validity of this inference. 

But Sakshi of unchallengable validity perce> 
ives the parts of parts to any degree of gradation 
lower or higher, Hence all these inferences sink 
into Insignifioanoe before Sakshi of exceptional 
probity. 

Again the services of inference have been 
requisitioned to prove that an atom has parts. 
For an atom and atomic part contact substances 
in all directions simultaneously- From this we 
can easily infer that an atom has parts. 

Here Raghaveudra goes to analyse the con¬ 
ception of physical dOntact- This contact is of 
three types. 1) That contact which is produced 
by the action inbereing in one of the substances 
contacted. 2) Another contact brought abopt 
by actions inhering in both the substances cont¬ 
acted* 3 1 Oohtaot born of contact. 

First earthly atom contacting aquatic atom 
of dissimilar nature and then contacting anothe^ 
earthly atom of similar nature begins to 
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produce bibary> Then the aquatic atom which 
had helped earthly atoms to produce the earthly 
biliary gets ooutacted with the earthly binary. 
This is called contact with effect and npn~effeot> 
This is produced by the contact of earthly 
atom and aquatic atom and is said to have been 
produced by cause and no-cause contact. This is 
just like the doMaot of the tree and body is being 
produced by tfo contact of tree and hand. 

But this Will not make the point cleat that 
an atom has ten dlrndnsional oontaaots. Stones 
and other substances are gross productions made 
of many parts. ,;They are made up of many 
atoms forming binary triads and their multiples* 
This proves that the solid stone has many atoms 
as its components. Now as atoms occupy space 
one atom has the contact of many atoms. This 
the Sakshi apprehends in tangible substances 
like pots and pans. From this we can infer that 
the contacts of atoms occupy that space because 
they are contacts which, are found in pots. Hence 
one atom cannot get itself contacted with many 
without having many parts however minute they 
may be. Hence the inference is not purposeless. 

Here a doubt arises that if the contact of 
(the whole) cloth is to be found in thread (part) 
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one contact is found residing in another and 
hence let the contact of pot be found in cloth* 
This is one thing and another thing is if the 
contact of the whole is to be found in its parts 
and that again in its parts and that again in its 
parts so on and so forth, ad infinitum, this 
endless regress affects the first in the series and 
dislodges it from its position 

All this will be dealt with in detail in a future 
chapter where the whole and the parts are said 
to be identical. nniitiiT 

In the atomic theory we now come to the 
crux of the problem. It is contended that atom 
or Paramanu is another name for partlessness- 
Hence ‘a Paramanu has parts’ is an instance of 
self contradiction. 

To this the reply is that ‘Partlessness’ is not 
it for calling a Paramanii, but the reason is 
‘indivisibility*- * A Paramanu has parts’ and is 
perceived by Sakshi so we cannot deny It. The 
reason to call it Paramanu is indivisibility* We 
admit Parts but its division is not possible* 
This indivisibility implies that there is no endless 
regress in division but it has some justifiable 
ceassation in an atom and their divisibility is not 
in its nature and is accepted as an improbability, 
at all times* 
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Or all things or considered to have parts. 
These parts are not partless; but they too have 
parts. But it is a rale that parts that exist first 
become the oause of parts that come into existence 
afterwards. Hence if Paramanu is a product 
produced by its constituent parts, those parts 
again must have been produced by parts existing 
previously. But as no parts of an atom are exist¬ 
ing, the atom could not ha ve come into existence. 

This is an objection which is logically sound 
|kud hence must be reckoned with. But Sldhanti 
says that though an atom: has parts it is not 
divisible into parts inolined to be effective* They 
are divided only when they are not proved to 
produce an effect. Hence at the time of prod¬ 
uction an atom is as good as indivisible- Therefore 
the atom is a Doh-produotion and eternal. 

Therefore there is no objection for the prod¬ 
uction and knowledge of the atom* Though it is 
made up of thousands of parts it is not produced 
by them. But it itself is the basic cause for the 
whole of the creation. Hence the parts of a pot 
are being divided till they rest in atoms. And no 
division continues after division into atoms- 

Again the old objection that if division is 
endless then there will be an infinite number of 
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parts which go to constitute a very small mustard 
and a large mountain. And hence the magnitudes 
of both these would have to be the same though 
they are distinctly different. 

But here there is some confusion of ideas. 
For by parts the objector means the parts that 
Constitute them are the parts that produce them. 
This is sheer misunderstanding. But the parts 
that go to, form the substance. are different from 
the constituent parts which are the causes that 
bring about the substance as their effect. There* 
fpre your accusation that we have reduced both 
mustard and mountain to the same magnitude 
has no value. 

Now the controversy enters into very subtle 
regions of reason. Both agree that there is no 
further division from an atom. But from the 
atom there is the binary, triad and so on which 
constitute the cause of the substance and these 
are parts of binary triads and so on, which are 
infinite in number both in the mustard and 
mountain and hence the contention of the oppo¬ 
nent is justified. These infinite parts are those 
that form the causes. 

.But. this objection also is baseless. For there 
is no concomitance between the non-cause parts 
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and infinity. It is only with parts the constitute 
cause that lead to infinity' Besides in both the 
infinities of mustard and mountain there are not 
equal number of cause parts* Hence their 
magnitudes need not be e qual. 

If there is no stop to the series of parts of a 
mustard, then the parts of mustard would occupy 
the whole world, as no two substances occupy 
the same:space« So thn mustard would occupy 
the whole space of the world* Then there is no 
space for the world* This is what the ppposer 
forces the sidhanti to agree. 

This objection is not right. Because even 
when the earthly atpms are infinite in number ' 
yet there is space for other material substances. 
The mustard pconpies some space and its series 
of paris occupy the same; spaoe* Therefore tre 
have admitted the sky to have a limitless; series 
of parts and particles and the lower grade infinity 
of parts has no limit ait all. 

Now we have come to the oonolusion that 
the parts of a substanoe occupy the same space 
as is occupied by the whole of the substanoe. 
Hence there is no ground to prove that these 
are the cause parts to produce effects; Hence 
eternal substances also like Time, space, sky 
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have endless parts without stop |in the lower 
grade of infinity. 

The objector concedes that the cause parts 
of mustard and mountain like binary and triad 
may not be equal in number. But when parts 
continue without stop in boith, they may be 
equal in number* And hence the Sidbanii will be 
compelled to have the same magnitude for both. 

Even this objection is not tenable. Eor in 
the infinity which is the net result of both ,cause 
parts and non cause parts of both mustard and 
mountain, the number is not the same* In the 
same manner the released souls are infinite and 
the souls in bondage are infinite. And each one 
of these is leas than the net result of both 
Infinities combined. Thus there is inequality to 
be found in two infinities. 

This atomic theory of creation, when it is 
not apprehended by Sakshi is sure to be invalid 
and not acceptable. Tn the same manner if 
inference takes to prove that which is not 
warranted by verbal testimony or perception, 
then it can as well prove the e:sistenoe of non 
existing horn of a hare. Eor a valid inference 
must have a sound concomitance for its base 
which is warranted either by perception or verbal 
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testimohy* A concomitance which is not thus 
warranted has no certainty about its invariability- 
Hence the inference based upon such a concomi¬ 
tance cannot be proved as valid- Hence inference 
cannot prove the validity of atomic theory as 

propounded by the Vaisheshikas. 

• 

Now the Sutrakara refutes this theory by 
other arguments. The 

Vaishesliikas accept a peculiar relation between 
part and whole, qhality and qualified, action 
and one having action, universal and individual 
and others Which are quite different from the 
others And this Samavaya also is different from 
the substance in which it inheres. Hence also 
they are called inconsistent in speech. 

Now the rational consistency of this Sama* 
vaya is questioned and It is thrashed fully here. 

The Yaisheshika argues like this:- We have a 
cognition ^In these threads reside the cloth’. 
'This cognition is based on the previous relation 
(between the two). Because it is cognition 
not at all contradicted. The instance is jujube 
fruits in the begging bowl. Here this knowledge 
is produced by the perception of the relationship 
of threads and cloth just as the perception of the 
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contact of jujube fruits with the bowl produces 
the cognition ‘In the bowl jujube fruits*. 

So the concomitance must be accepted that 
the perception ‘here is, invariably found with 
cognition of a relation. So the cognition of 
‘here’ in the case, of threads and cloth leads to 
the idea of relation of Samavaya But thiS) the 
Sidhanti denies and says that the concomitance 
is contradicted because the rule of Vyapti is 
violated. 

Now the opposer puts the Sidhanti on the 
horns of dilemma. The Sami^yaya relation 
between dw and q? is existing or not existing., 
If it is existing already, what can violation, 
coming after its existence, do to Sainavaya ? If 
it is not existing where do you show the voilation? 
In either case Sidhanti’s fallacy of Violtttion Or 
Vyabhiohara does not stand the test* 

But the Sidhanti is very clear In his conce¬ 
ption* He draws upon the psychoil^ogical process* 
that is behind the Violation of the rule of Vyapti* 
Dilemma doe^ not exhanst the alternatives- For 
there Is a middlb course. We get an apparent 
imprbssidn of a relation of Samavaya by inference 
before scrutiny* After scrutiny we shall, be 
convinced of the fallacy of violation of Vyapti* 
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The judgement or oonolusion is arrived at) from 
defective sources (defective vyapti) and hence 
the oonclusioD is found invalid* So we with¬ 
draw our selves from the conclusion of Samavsya 
as a relation* And without this relation the con¬ 
comitance is not available. Without concomitance 

there will b® no conclusion of Samavaya as a 
relation* 

This Samavaya is accepted as a relation 
connecting two dijGPerent things* Why should they 
be different ? In order that the cognition of ‘here’ 
should be valid knowledge, never sublated. 

Again the objection, is raised that the cogni¬ 
tion that here is Samavaya between the threads 
and cloth) is produced by a oognition of a relation* 
In this oognition Samavaya is there as relation 
between threads and cloth and Samavayatva is 
the mode of the cognition and. Samavaya is the 
object of the cognition and is the^ cause of the 
origination of another cognition. Hence there 
is DO Vyabhichara as shown above* 

But this is not true. Eor‘there is Samavaya 
between threads and cloth’; in this statement 
threads and cloth form the container and sama¬ 
vaya is the contained • Now the controlling prin¬ 
ciple of container and contained must again be a 
different relation* That again requires a relation 
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of the type of ooatainer and contained* Other¬ 
wise if a relation in general is meant then in 
‘here is Samavaya between threads and cloth* 
the cause is ‘the Samavaya between threads and 
cloth. So also the cognition ‘here is contact of a 
branchless trunk and a hawk’, requires another 
contact of a trunk and a hawk’. But just as there 
is no other Samavaya for the first cognition so also 
there is no samavaya in the second cognition* 

Hence the conception of Samavaya is un¬ 
warranted* Then the perception ‘Here This is’ 

no doubt seems unexplanable without the relation 

of Samavaya* But this very conception that 
‘here this is’ does not require any foreign relation 

to be conceived. The thing itself in its own 
nature can contrive to justify its existence 
without depending upon any extrinsic relation. 
Because the protagonist of Samavaya at last 
shall have to depend upon Samavaya as self 
maintaining. Otherwise he shall have to face 

infinite Regress. Then why not admit the thing 
itself as seif maintaining 7 

If a distinction is made that a Samavaya can 
contrive to justify its existence in its own nature 
by its power of self maintaining, being a relation; 
and the substance requires the help of an extrinsic 

relation like Samavaya for its maintenance, it is 
not proper. 
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To reply this objection we shall have to 
make a thorough investigaiion of the whole of 
the problem* One of the oases in which Samavaya 
conception is essential is the qualified substance 
and the qualities in it* But the substance and 
the qualities which rest in it are considered 
different from each other. And the Vaisheshika 
was not able to prove that the substanoe and 
qualities are connected by an outside relation 
of Samavaya. /For instead of running upto a 
foreign relation and then admitting it as Self 
maintaining, why not admit the substance itself 
as selfmaintaining ? 

It is contended that Samavaya being a 
relation is self maintaining* But the substance, 
not being so is not self-maintaining. Baghavendra 
defines ‘self maintenahce’ which is nothing but 
being both‘ooutaiuer and contained*. If this is 
not 80j no relation can be established. Even 
^ysical contaot being equally a relation shall 
have to be self maiDtaining. 

But there is a lot of difference between con¬ 
tact and inference. For physical contact being 
transient cannot have the privilege of maintain¬ 
ing itself; while Samavaya is Nitya or eternal and 
hence it can be self maintaiDing. 



But ‘here this’ perception in some places 
maintains itself without the help of any: outside 
relation and hence *thi© qualities here in the 
substance* also does not require any extraneous 
relation. 

So long it was oonceded that qualities are 
absolutely different from the substance in whieh 
they are said to inhere^ And it was contended 
that Sama^aya altogether different from the 
substance was shown not to fit in With the 
substance. Now Sidhanti according to his theory, 
postulates that substance and qualities are ideut~ 
ical and Samavaya will be shown as unfit to be 
relation between two identical things. 

Now. Samavaya relation is; fully sorutinlsed^ 
As already told Samayaya is said to exist between 
part and whole,sab8tanoe and qualities and others. > 
For leaving aside eternal things, between non-^ 
eternal and positive things, one resides in another 
by Samavaya relation* This is what Prashastar* 
pada tells us. 

But Samavaya residing in Samavaya and 
not different from Samavaya is not possible. 
BeoauBe Samavaya is not different from it. Hence 
residence in it is not possible according to the 
definition of Samavaya For one 
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SamaTftya is not different frdtti anotiierSatnavaya. 
But Samliyaya as dependent inay reside in 
Samavaya.But this dependent one is no Samavaya- 

Thus disoussiqg Samayaya to its full length 
in all its detail, Aoharya now prooeeds to present 
another cardinal principle of th 5 r«TrOr particularity 
So long it was told that unless there is difference 
between subatance and quality |th^?^ cannot be 
Samavaya to connect them.^wo. But there is no 
proof to guarantee the difference between the 
two; because it is Imperceptible* So you must take 
recourae to inference-*‘eubalstapce and quality are 
absolutely different because they are called hy 
non-synonymous terpas; like ;,pot and cloth. But 
this/cajiled by,noo-syiaoiiiygi.O]aejterm8' is,to be in 
Samayaya and its qualities, though they are 
identical. Thus there is violation of Vyapti* 

Now just as SamaVaya, on aocdtmt of the 
qualities in it; is called by different namesy So 
also substances like pots and pans on account of 
many qualities and actions are called by different 
names though they are one, by virtue of in 
Diimerabie particula>rities dr Visheshas. (ssuuu 
UtitJsiafuwuTicUrtui«?! 1 

Why this lengthy process of adopting a new 
entity like ? When there is really identity 
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between qualities and qualified substance, you 
may call the practice of these two as different, 
to be figurative or due to subjection to erroneous 
knowledge ? In the first case it is a formal use 
and in the second it would be a piece of wrong 
knowledge. But this is no solution to the problem. 
For formal practice once at least will have a real 
use. The word is not always used in figurative ' 
sensei It has its own real sense* But similar is 
not the case here. For they are always called 
non-synonimouB words. Even when to let others 
know that there is identity between them. Such 
statements are made as ‘‘Form itself is pot’’ and 
^Brahman is oonsoionsness’even then no synonyms 
are used* For there is no snoh experience* They 
are always used in practical disoourses as abso¬ 
lutely different. Therefore when actually the 
things are identical and yet they are talked df as 
utterly different some reason must be found 
for this. 

But this your concept of Vishesha is self 
contradictory* Now let us analyse the sort of 
oontradiotioD introduced here* Is it the contra¬ 
diction that is direct as in *my mother is barren’ 
or is it indirect ooDtradiction as in ‘the one 
ore^ed is cy^r lasting'* 
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Though the substance is one it is talked as 
Ananta or innumerable; oneness is Identity 
and innumerableness is a particular number* 
So, as they are dissimilar they do not contradict 
each other* Now the second one also is not 
tenable. For there is no such Vyapti as ‘where 
there is there is For the representative 
of w? viz can very well reconcile both sfuf 
and Here also Samavaya which is ope 

is allowed to haye your innumerable Vyavahar. 

The opponent takes a circumspective view of 
both the systems and comes to the conclusion 
that Sidhanti iospite of all this fuss and dust 
raised against the other systems has not gained 
an inch in the investigation of truth* For 
Vaisheshika admitting difference between the 
qualities and the qualified accepts Samavaya to 
justify or explain such expressions as ‘Here it is’. 
And in order to avoid infinite regress^ Samavaya 
is advocated as self maintaining. While the 
sidhanti, in order to justify the use of non- 
synonymous words in reference to qualities and 
qualified a particulaiity or Vishesha is accepted. 
To avoid infinite regress in respect of Vishesha, 
it is accepted as self maintaining* When we find 
both the systems are equally balanced, one 
against the other, wbpt attraction was there in 
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the Sidhanta Pakeha to prefer it to Vaisheshika 
Paksha* Of course there is a series of attacks 
and counter attacks on both sides and they do 
not disturb the equilibrium .maintained between 
the two* So to prefer the side of identity of the 
Sidhanti between the qualities and the qualified 
is sheer farouritism. 

To this objeotlon of the Vaisheshika^ the 
Shidhanti replies that Vaisheshika accepts ^even 
categories* Of these six are Bhava Padarthas 
or things and the seventh is Abhava or non-being* 
The qualities perceived in Saiiiavaya are not 
different from Samavaya* But they are the 
particularised nature of the Samavaya itself, 
known as vlsheshas. When these are accepted 
in Samavaya^ why should they not be accepted in 

or substance (Qualities and qualified). This 
is a shorter course to be adopted in the enumera*- 
tion of categories 

This lengthy course amounts to prolixity in 
the expostulation of a system and is condemned. 
This is explained In another way also* Just as in 
substance, so in Samavaya also the attributes 
are to be considered as different and they cannot 
be subsumed under categories like aau and hence 
the rvile of Seven categories ehall hnve to lie 
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given wp. If yoa aooept in some places only 
there will be really a lengthy process 

Now if an objection is urged against Vishesha 
that there is no proof to prove the existenoe of 
Vishesha) the Shidbanti replies that perception 
is the proof. All discourse is maintained only 
on the strength of Vishesha* With Vishesha all 
Vyavahara is found rationally justifiable. And 
without it no Vyavahara is found reasonable- 

The opposer dontends that even if difference 
is accepted between the quality and qualified 
with the help of Samavaya all Vyavahara is 
maintained reasonably. And difference cum 
identity will explain Vyavahara better still. Then 
why these new elements in Epistemology ? 

Shidhanti only tells that Vishesha is some¬ 
thing warranted by perception, and guaranteed 
by sakabi. In the course of knowledge and its 
expression in words it is the proof that will settle 
the question. Hence Vishesha is accepted. 

In respect of non-difference or identity it 
was alleged that there was no proof. So here 
proof is introduced. Part and whole are cognised 
through cause and effect and hence identity is 
settled. In the same manner quality and quali¬ 
fied are shown identical- At the end it leads to 
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Abhava or mutaal negation (*is: 

This pecuHar negation is perceived as identical 
with the thing or substance itself. The Pata Bheda 
or difference of Pata In Ghata is Ghata itself. 

It is Sakshi which peroeivers finally that 
though identical the qualities are cognised as 
different from the substance and at the same 
time they are different from one another, by the 
strength of Vishesha. 

Jayateertha goes to explain how Sakshi 
operates in this context* There are two cogni¬ 
tions: one is the cognition of threads and cloth 
and the other is the cognition of two different 
things like pot and cloth* In the cognition of 
threads and cloth it Is quite clear that they are 
identical (because one is the material out of which 
the other is made)* Sakshi cognises that between 
these ^two cognitions there is a lot of difference* 
And how can any one deny the identity between 
threads and cloth? Because there is some relation 
between the two (and a relation is always found 
between the two that are different from each 
other), perhaps we may doubt the identity bet¬ 
ween threads and cloth* Still when minutely 
observed the relation between two distinct things 
like bowl and juju fruits is different from the 
relation between threads and cloth* 
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But as long as there is the relation of cont¬ 
ainer and the contained between thetwoj in both 
the cases there wont be any difference between 
the two cognitions. A shade of difference is found 
between the two cognitions because there is 
inseparability between threads and cloth; while 
bowl and juju fruits are easily aeperable. 

But as long as there is the relation of cont¬ 
ainer and contained, inseperability does not 
Create any distinct quality in the cognitions abov'e 
mentioned. For as long as there is the relation 
of ^ container and contained) so long the relation 
is not out, or the related is not wrenched from it* 
And this is inseperability. Hence both the cogni¬ 
tions are not e^en a shade different. 

But the experience of Sahshi is that the 
cognitions are distinctly different. Now how to 
account for this; distinction ? The opponent cont¬ 
ends (that there is a ground for this difference 
and it is this- Kunda and Badsra, though now 
inseparablejin future they are going tobe seperated 
for they have the capacity of being separated- 
Hence no identity be considered necessary for 
this distinction. 

But the sound comoion'sense of Aoharya 
comes to his rescue* l^o coming eyent casts its 
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shadow on the present perception. Therefore the 
future seperability of Kunda and Badara does 
not affect the present cognition. Some ground 
must be found to account for the difference In the 
two cognitions and that ground is identity between 
threads and cloth which is not to be found with 
Ghata or Pata; or Kunda or Badara. Hence 
Sakshi has rightly cognised the identity of threads 
and cloth or material cause and its Product* 

In the same manner you find grounds justi. 
fying identity between the Parts and the whole* 
Identity is found of these two. When thus the 
whole is au integrated identical homogeneous 
substance yet in practice Wo make difference in 
. them, and that we do so, on the intritasio Visheshas 
which inhere in the substonoe. 

And again identity and difference though 
■contradiotory of each other yet they settle In'one 
Bubstance on the strength of these Visheshas* 
When they are actually seen to reside peacefully 
in the same place and at the same time we need 
not seek for higher evidenoes* 

Bhagavan Shri Hari and other souls' too are 
identical with their parts and qualities and actions 
and at same time different from Other souls, 
Prakrit} and others* All the attribute? ?rhd 
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qualities are co-extensive with Paramatman, 
aud hence identioal with hini* But in material 
snh#anceB some qualities are not co-extensive 
but are destroyed before the substances' These; 
are different cum non-different> Because they 
are found like that* 

It is our doctrine that Part and the whole 
are identioal ■ But it is In conceivable how' they 
can be both different and identical For those 
are the different cum identical attributes which 
perish completely.^ when the substance survives* 
These substances'are different from God Hhii and 
the souls* They are the ihsantient things 

But one should not suppose that they are 
different and identical by turns at different times. 
For instance as long as these attributes are there 
in the substance they are identical and when the 
attributes are destroyed leaving the substance 
intact they are different. They are different cum 
identical Only when they are there in the substance 
at one and the same time* 

But the attribute, that is destroyed is now 
non-existing* And henoe difference from it is in¬ 
opportune. When it is existing it is identioal 
with the substance and hence: its destruction is 
not possible* 
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This impoBsible Is made possible oni;^ by 
its peroeptioD* Again it is said that the whole 
that Is co-extensive with its parts is identioal with 
its parts is identical with them* That whole 
which does not oo-extend with its parts is both 
different onm identical with them. 

Now a question arises : The whole and the 
parts, as said before, are identioal (when oo- 
extensive)* If so there is contact of one part 
with the whole and with oth6r parts* How is this 
contact executed ? It is a part that seeks contact 
with the other parts and the whole. For a part 
has its parts in all directions* Hence a part 
contacts only a part of another Part. But this 
leads to logical fallacy* For Instance a part A to 
contact with B, contacts with B*s part Bl; and> 
A1 and not A gets contact with B1 and not B* A1 
again to contact with B1 has its part- A2 to 
contact with B2 and so on and so forth* This 
goes on ad infinitum* So there is infinite BegEess* 

This partition into parts goes on because a 
part has been accepted as haring endless parts* 
So this theory that a substance to get contact 
with another substance seeks contact through 
their parts, is not aoceptible* 

But this theory of contact deserves close 
study* Two substances like pot and pan get 
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oontaoted* If we seek this contaot through parts 
only» really that will lead to infinite regress* 
We do not say that every where the contact of 
the whole is not through parts* What we said 
was every time the contaot takes place, the 
the contaot resides in the part of the substance 
and hence the contacted substance must have 
parts. This was ouc contention in the context 
of atoms. 

Sarnyoga was divided into three kinds of 
which the third kind was the contaot of the 
body and the tree through the contact of hand 
and tree* Here there is no contact of body 
and tree, other than the contact of hand and tree* 
For the contact in the hand that is produced by 
the activity of the hand is the contact of body 
and the tree, as there is no difference between 
body and hand. Therefore when there is the 
touch of impurity to the hand, St is the body 
that undergoes purification and the hand is 
purified. 

Thus the parts and the whole are identical. 
Hence in the same manner. Division of division 
is discarded* VSbhaga is of two kinds. The first 
kind is cause and non<>caase are divided. The 
second is cause alone is separated^ When there 



ifi separation of the hand and the tree there is 
the separation of Body and the tree. This is the 
first kind of Division. This is explained as 
follows. There is activity in the hand and the 
hand is taken away from the tree. This separation 
of body and tree. The hand' is the o^nse of the 
body and the tree is not the cause of the body. 
Hence this division Is division of cause and no 
cause. The second is the division caused by the 
cause* A piece of cloth is made up of two threads. 
When there is activity in one thread it causes 
separation of one thread from the other. When 
these two threads are separated there is the loss of 
contact and there is the division in the piece of 
cloth- This Is the division caused by the cause 
of the cloth. 

The first division is not proper. For there is 

no other division called division of body and tree 

/ 

other than the division of hand and body. From, 
this division of hand and body is produced the 
division of body and tree* Bo the activity of 
the hand becomes the activity of the body and 
hand. Because there is Identity of hand and body. 
Hence there is no other division of the whole than 
the division of parts. 

Now the second division too is more illogical 
than the first. From the very activity of a 
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thread oaiises separation or division of another 
thread from the first as well as from the sky,there 
is no neoessity of following a sequenoe or series. 

* The idea of a sequence is ^his. The-^thread 
throbbing with activity is seperated from the 
thread that is inactive* This division is caused 
by mere cause (second variety) the thready which 
activated, causes division of the sky coptaoting 
the inactive thread. This is the process. 

' This idea of process is illogical* Still If you 
stick to it you will be reduced to committing 
logical offence. Two'Angers oontaoting, with each 
other a finger contacting the sky, are not the 
causes of the formation, of a substance. ' Hence 
the division of two fingers,-^ or the division of 
finger and the sky. Is the enemy of the contact 
of twO ifingers or contact of a finger and the sky 
that is nonproduced but is not inimical to 
productive contact. But you shall have to forego 
enemity in the first instance and friendship in 
the second instance* 

Then the discussion enters into a whirl pool 
of logical subtleties. At this time without being 
caught in the voiteif of nice distinction let us 
follow the argument in the investigation of truth* 



We also took recoiirse to, says Sidhaati, to such 
Sirguments as we ourselyes did not agree with, to 
refute the arguments of the opponent. Now the 
Sidhanti takes to arguments which form the 
bases of his doctrines. That is >9^ argument in 
which one uses a statement in one meaning; but 
it is interpreted in another meaning which Is 
not meant) and then it is contradicted- 

In ‘As the whole and the part are idhntioal* 
the Bidhanti argued that if the whole had a 
contact (with’ some thing else it must have that 
GOD tact with its part- Therefore if the atom gets 
contacted with another atom the atom must have 
a part. A partless thing cannot get contacted with 
another* In this meaning the Bidhanti used the 
sentence (gets contacted with its 

part)- But another meaning‘the oontaot of the 
whole depends upon the contact of the part* was 
given and it was shown that it would lead to 
infiaite regress. This is ohala argument- 

Now a fair argument is taken recourse to. 
‘The oontaot of the whole is found residing in its 
part« And hence there is no infinite regress** 
When this is a confirmed fact it cannot lead to 
infinite regress- Because it does not lead to some 
thing that is unacceptable to us- 
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If the Sidhanti ie threatened with the reason¬ 
ing that *if the oontaot of the whole does not 
reside in the part»>>(8omethlng un toward happens) 
the opposer must say. But before that we show 
that the contaot of whole resides in its part in 
the part* 

Because we actually perceive it and percept¬ 
ion is an accepted proof* When so the Sidhanti 
argues that if we find increase in the magnitude 
of the effect (greater magnitude than that of the 
cause) it is due to increase in the magnitude of 
cause* Bope is the effect of cotton. If you take 
two bundles of cotton fof making a rope then you 

find the rope doubled in size. 

’{ 

Let us apply this truth to the present base. 
If the cOataot does not reside in a part (of the 
whole substance) then you cannot explain how 
two atoms produce Dvyanuka or binary atom of 
inoreased magnitude. This is a harmful truth to 
Vaisheshika* For this is contradiction in logic. 

Vaisheshika restricts the application of the 
rule thus. That inbrease of magnitude which is 
born of the magnitude of the cause really increa. 
ses when there is an increase in the magnitude of 
the cause. But the maguitude of Dvyanuka 
is hot produced by the magnitude of the cause; 
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but is born of the number of the cause. Hence 
there is no increase of niagnitude in Bvyanuka* 

If so in tryanuka also let there be no increase 
in magnitude; because the magnitude of tryanuka 
also may not be produced by the increase in 
magnitude of Dvyanuka, but by only the numbers 
of cause. Hence the theory of creation as 
propounded by Vaisheshika does not appeal to 
those who are rationalists. 

Now the Sidhanti makes clear his theory of 
relation of identity and identity cum difiTerenoe 
between the parts and the whole* In the case of 
the sky and such otherst the whole is oo^extensive 
with its parts and the parts and the whole are 
identical* In the same manner in the case of 
cloth and its parts tbreads, the whole and the 
parte together are identical- But the whole and 
a single part are related as identical cum different. 
All this la apprehended by Perception. 

But an objection is raised here. It is not 
reosonable to say that the whole piece of cloth 
and its parts (threads) are identical. Because 
even when the parts or threads are there> the 
the whole, the piece of cloth is not there. Because 
in separatie things there is the relation of difference 
cum identity. Just as a single thread is different 
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oum identical with the whole so aiso all threads 
together are different cum identical with the 
whole* This is corroborated by Brahma tarka 
Whioh siates*- “who has seen a piece of cloth 
different from the threads ? If the whole is iden¬ 
tical with the parts how can there be the absence 
of cloth when there are threads ? 

This objection is squarely met with by the 
Sidhanti* A piece^ of cloth oonsists of threads 
woven together as warp sad woof When threads 
are there as warp and woof y ou will not find the 
absence of cloth* Therefore the threadB thus 
woven together are identical with the piece of 
cloth* When they are not thus related there is 
difference oum identity between the parts and the 
whole. Thus everything is cogent and coherent* 

The objeotor without understanding the 
meaning of his statement, thinks that the piece 
of cloth is threads woven as warp and woof only. 
So he says that the Sidhanti is becoming an 
apostate as he is approaching the atomic theory 
of creation from a cluster of atoms* 

Blit the Sidhanti pleads ‘not guilty’ and 
proves his innocence of apostacy. What the 
opponent meant by the allegation of the theory 
of cluster of atoms is this • The Yaisheishikas who 



374 


described ibis theory of atomic clusters as the 
origin of creation explained that oow» pot, intellect 
are all but different groups of atoms adjusted* 
Into peculiar relations of compressions* Hence 
they admit only causal parts and do not admit 
the whole as effeet, different from parts* For no 
whole as different from parts is warranted by 
evidences* Here also the opponent alleges that 
the Sbidhaniti will be forced to admit this kind 
of atomic theory of creation* 

To this objection Shidhanti replies that for 
argument’s sake he would admit that there is 
identity between the qualified and the qualities* 
Yet the substance never stands, bereft of qualities* 
So also peculiarly related threads alone constitute 
cloth. Yet there is no absence of oloth- Uniquely 
related threads also are existing and cloth also is 
existing* But that piece of cloth is not different 
from the threads. 

This has been possible on account of the 
existence of Yishesha in the substance. It seems 
that cloth is differeqt from the threads; because 
it comes into existence after the threads are related 
as warp and woof. It also seems that one thread 
does not make a piece of cloth* Because one 
thread does not give the idea of cloth. Yet it is 
Pratyakeba or perception never sublated that 
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warrants ns this knowledge of identity of threads 
and cloth For the cognition of threads and 
cloth is apprehended by Sakshi as different from 
the cognition of begging bowl and jnju fmits. 

We do hot call the relation of warp and woof 
as cloth• on the other band that peculiar and 
final configuration which comes out of the related 
threads is cloth. Never do we find ‘all threads* 
apart from single threads one by one*There also we 
find the apprehension of identity* As for a single 
thread not making a piece of cloth) it only entails 
the thought Of difference between the twoj bii^ 
never denies the identity warranted by perception* 

Many more objections are raised against the 
theory of identity) between the whole and the 
parts. And these objeqtidns are explained away 
by presenting the theory in the right perspective* 
Then there is a long disoussion on the concepts 
of ‘contact’ ‘division’ ‘separateness* and ‘number’ 
which are subsumed under the category of 
‘Quality’ in the Valsheshika system* 

For instance the Sidhanti takes the concepts 
of Samyoga, Vibhaga and Pribhaktva. They each 
reside in one substance and not many. But they 
all seem to be associated with two objects* 
Samyoga has two poles- each one contacting one 
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object* This polar relation of Samyoga has ite 
poles attached to two objects. So is the case with 
division (Vibhaga)and separateness (Prithaktva). 

But really speaking these are not found in 
two objects* Samyoga relates A with B* Yet 
Samyoga related to B is in A* And Samyoga 
related to A resides in B- So Samyoga though 
joining two things yet resides in one, bringing 
about the contact of the other* So is the case 
with division and separateness. 

But the objector objects that Prithaktva 
cannot be explained thus. For the concept of 
Prlthak is like this : cloth is separate from pot 
and pot is separate from cloth. Thus 
this concept inoorpdrates cognitions in 
which each is the' counter-entity of the other. 
This is an instance in which one separaienesB Is 
cognised as residing in one. And both are sepa¬ 
rately cognised* But there are such concepts also 
as- 'These two are dififerent and all these are 
different'* These multifarious 'separateness^es 
reside in many and they are cognised as many* 
For there is no Proof to say that separateness 
having a oounter entity does not reside in that 
counter entity. 

The rejoinder to this objection is expressed 
Id the following manner;- In the concepts ‘these 
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are separate^ separateness is seen in multitude 
in the same manner as in the concept- ‘These 
pieces of cloth are white’* In this latter concept 
‘many pieces of cloth and many whitenesses’ are 
seen* In fair play» this must be admitted. Nor 
can it be pleaded that one separateness is exhi¬ 
bited as many. For there is no such evidence to 
prove this peculiar thing. The difference or 
separateness appears as having two Dharmees 
(Resorts)* 

But it is said that it is the opinion of the 
speaker that settles number and gender of the 
words* Therefore it is inferred that Bheda is 
one but has two resorts (Dharmaes). Therefore 
the Sidhanti cahnot plead that the concept which 
shows many differences having mutual counter 
entities has many resorts* 

The Sidhanti rejoins that the singular number 
used there does not affect the plurality of 
difference. Because there are such usages - ‘Dinner 
of Brahmin's. ‘Dinner’ though singular connotes 
many dinners* Or the singular number may 
suggest a group or multitude* 

A former objection is refuted in this context* 
The objection was that ‘the whole is one but the 
parts are many and there cannot be identity 
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between the whole ftnd the parts. If it were so 
the parts also would be identioal or the whole 
would be different- 

Now the refutation oonsiders the possible 
alternatives first- 1) Does identity between the 
whole and the parts imply identity between parts 
themselves 7 2) ':Dr in the state of being related 
(as warp and woof) is the identity between the 
parts meant ? 3) Or at other time ? 

The reply runs like this- ‘In the first alter¬ 
native in the ease of an eternal entity like the 
sky where the parts are said to be Identioal with 
the whole, really the parts of the eternal sky are 
identioal with each other- In the case of a non¬ 
eternal substance like cloth ( which is produced ) 
in which condition it was said to be 
identical with its parts, it is one only- But 
In the condition of being related as warp and 
woof, the condition 'being artificial and created 
the relation between cloth and threads is difference 
cum identity- The last alternative 5s to be 
explained thus- There is identity between a single 
thread and the collection of threads. Still we 
find there is difference also between them- There¬ 
fore (here is up occasion for identity between 
themselves- 

.ji_■' 
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Universal and a substance* a particular 
and universal is a problem in philosophy* It is 
a question of finding unity In multiplicity. There 
is the ‘cowneas’ which is said to be residing in all 
cows. This ‘cowness’ is called universal or Jati 
while each cow is a particular or individual Now 
it is said that this universal also resides in each 
individual, just as contact and others were shown 
to reside in each Individual. Because it is its 
fixed or chhiraoteristid quality. 

Acharya in his Anuvyakhyana cites and 
others, as examplesv We know that there are 
certain qualities which are oo-extensive with 
substance^ and some others are non-extensive* 
Now Brahminhood is nonoO-extenaive quality* 
Because even when the Brahmin survives his 
Brahminhood might be lost by the committing 
of great sins like the murder of a Brahmin. So 
Brahhiinbood is not co-extehsive with the 
Brahmin. Hence also each Brahmin Is different 
from the other. So now the opponent cannot 
press us to accept aiw or identity between the 
individuals theihselves) when we accept identity 
or 31^? between the individuals and the Brahmin 
hood. Because there is the reason of non-ooex- 
tensiyenesB between individuals. If one BrahmiQ 
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hood is accepted to reside in all BrahtDlns then 
the opponent may press the siHi among indivi¬ 
duals. But when Sidhanti clearly explains that 
Brahminhood in each Brahmin is entirely new* 
and unique and may disappear even when the 
Brahmin survives) identity cannot be supposed 
to exist between such varient members. 

Now this discussion terminates with a quot¬ 
ation from Shruti:-“All things 8tan4.Qne different 
from the other with one’s qualities different from 
other’s qualities* .The things are identical with 
their innate qualities and forms* Those adjnnots 
which perish when their resorts survive are 
different cum identical with their resorts* The 
instance for this last variety is the blueness of 
unbaked earthen pots before they are burnt. 
Lord Hari is different from all exoept his own 
qualities*’. 

At this stage one Action of Naiyayikas, 
known as Peelupakai^adi raises an objection 
against the theory of nonoo-extensive nature of 
certain qualities of a substanoe like pot. He 
presents a very enticing; process of change under¬ 
gone by a Substanoe like pot. 

When the unbaked earthen pot comes in 
contact with firO) its constituent atoms havo 
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actirity under the impact office* This ■ activity 
produces division or separation among those 
atoms; and this division gives rise to destruction 
of contact of the atoms* Fropi the destruction 
of eontacti the structure of the product under- 
gpes wholesale disintegration right from the 
highest component part to the lowest component 
part atom* When the disintegration is complete 
the atom comes in contact with fire* Due to that 
heat the blueness of the atom is lost* By the 
next contact of the fire through its heat other 
qualities, born of heat (baking)' appear > in the 
atom. In this romantic process the fate or 
destiny of the man who is agoing to. enjoy it (to 
make use of it) is involved. The soul comes in 
contact with the atom carrying the destiny with 
him and produces potentiality in it.(mu)* Each 
atom thus loaded, comes in contact with its own 
kind and runs its process of chivalrous re constr¬ 
uction- A binary a triad and then its multiples 
lead to the final production of the finished struc¬ 
ture In this process the law of capsal quality 
produces the quality in the efieots Naiyayika 
does not understand how the blueness of the 
unbaked pot is a noD-ooextensive quality* 

This charming story of the process of cons¬ 
truction has not got truth behind it* In spite of 
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the adumbration of proofs offered by the Naiya- 
yika, the fact that the substanee survives the 
destruction of the qualities like form and colour 
and that some qualities are born due to contact 
with firoi cannot be denied* A long disouasion 

continues but the factual proof given by the 
Sidhanti holds its own* 

Now a long exposition and argumentation 
begins on the topic of Jati or Samanya(univ6r8al) 
which was briefly touched before. As Jati plays 
an import part in Semantics, the case has been 
taken up for reconsideration* 

It was said that Jati according to Naiyayika 
is one uww) and is found common in 

many things* This theory of universality was 
refuted point blank. But now the Naiyayika 
raises up the question again. For refutation of 
the theory that Is commonly found in many 
Individuals or particulars faces a strong contra¬ 
diction* Because if one cominon property like 
coyrness is not found in all the individual cows, 
then the knowledge that the word cow connotes 
the individual cow is not available for use This 
is not the only objection* In the same manner law 
of causality cannot be established* The operation 
of inference will cease because Vyapti or oohoo- 
mltanoe cannot be known. 
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Id order to show that the Jatl or uDlversal 
is found common in all partioulars; the Tarkika 
falls back upon its utility in various forms of 
knowledge* For instance the aids in knowledge 
are the use of words by the grown up people. 
Grammar and dictionary are the nezt sdurces. 
But consulting these sources at every stop makes 
verbal expression boring On the other hand if 
the child is instructed that there is ‘cowness’ in 
every individual cow, and what that cowness is^ 
the child, at every instance of the presentation 
of a cow, calls it cow* Because there he finds 
cowness. He does not call a horse a cow, because 
there is no cowness in it* 

This is a very fascinating process which the 
Naiyayika has conceived- But Acharya tells us 
that even without this common and eternal 
concept of Jati, all verbal expressions and their 
use can be explained. 

For Similarity will do the work of common 
Jati as an aid In the knowledge of word and its 
meaning. This Sadrisya is one of the categories. 
If this similarity servOs th^e purpose of an aid to 
acquire the knowledge of the word and its 
meaning; there is no necessity of an additional 
category like Samany or Jati. Therefore; it is not 
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neoessary to conceive Jatt as commonly existing 
in many members of its class. The elderly people 
Kaye accepted Grammar, Similarity, dictionary> 
the instruction of a reliable man, the use of 
words in the particular meaning and many others 
as aids^to understand the meaning of a word* 

The statement ‘this is a cow’ does not refer to 
only one cow; but it refers to this and to similar 
cows. For they are all fit to be called by the word 
,oow. The one who wishes to know, not only 
knows that the animal before him is to be called 
‘a cow’; but also he knows that othets are tOvb© 
called by the word ‘cow’ because they, are similar 
to this* He knows a rule of concomitance that 
whatever Is like this is to be called a cow. By 
this processvthe Sidhauti has achieved something 
distinct in the knowledge of the word and its 
meaning. He need not admit that there is one 
eternal common thing called Jati residing in al^ 
objects which come under that class. But Sidh- 
anti makes use of the sense of similarity which is 
already accepted as a category* 

But how can similarity lead us to the meaning 
of a wordtFor if this similarity resides commonly 
in all things to be called by that word, why 
should Jati be rejected ? If similarity is not 
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oommon to all objeotB how will it be useful in 
giving knowledde of all objects to be called by 
that word ? For the objects like ‘cows* that are 
far away from the knower cannot be known by 
him. And they all belong to the class of cows 
and are fit to be called cows. So the knower 
cannot form a comprehensive point of similarity 
existing in all objects called by that name. 

We must be very clear about the sense of 
similarity* The Sidhanti does not accept similarity 
in the field of simantios as the sense or meaning 
of the word or the reason for the use of the word. 
He has accepted similarity only as a sign for the 
use of the word. For instance earth is defined as 
*giving out smell*. But this *8mellingQeBB’ 
is not the etymological meaning of the word 
earth. Nor is it the reason to call earth by the 
word earth. But it is accepted only as a ‘sign* 
which helps the knower to call the object having 
‘earthness’ by the name ‘earth*. 

Shrl Baghavendra quotes here Tarka Tandava, 
In (Chaitra has a stick* 

the cloth is white; the cook is a worshipper.) the 
words and others and qivp) are to be 
derived. There is not one thing common to all. 
For stick is a substance, white is a quality and 
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cooking is action* Still these words are used to 
refer to their respective objects* In the same 
manner even if Samanya were to be foud uniquely 
different in each object still the word can cannote 
the sense and the word can be used to refer to 
that object. 

In the same manner similarity though not 
common to all similar things yet it can be used 
as a sign to use a particular word in a particular 
sense. Hence it was stated before that ^this is a 
cow* means “this object that Is before you and 
other similar objects are called by the word ^oow’*' 
when the use of a particular word is repeated we 
derive a universal rule or concomitance that 
wherever the similarity is found the word is used* 

Thus without admitting a common Jati, the 
use of a word referring to a particular individual 
is explained on the principle of similarity which 
is uniquely different in every object* 

The Sidhanti then exposes the flaws in the 
reasoning of the Naiyayika who admits, a common 
Jati in the use of words* The Naiyayika at last 
takes resort to the nature or essence of every 
object which, he thinks^ must be common to alj 
objects belonging to that class. 
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But this admission of essence being common 
to ail objects of that class leads to infinite regress* 
For in order to call that essence, ^EssenceS 
Essenceness must be admitted in essence* Even 
that Essenceness must have another essence 
common to all essenceness and so on and so forth* 
Bp this search for Jati common to all individuals 
Is a wild goose chase. 

After this Samavaya is taken for critical 
survey and its unity, universality, and eternity, 
are refuted. Now the Bidhanti explains his oono- 
eption of a qualified thing which is used In both 
sacred and secular speech and writing* 

This qualified thing is neither the qualifying 
word or Yisheshana, nor is it the relation* But it 
is the thing qualified* In our (shidhanti) system 
it is not mere thing or substantive. The qualified 
substantive is characterised in two ways* The 
configuration of qualifiedness lasts till the quali¬ 
fied substantive lasts. Or it is not oo-extensive 
with the substantive. The first type is that the 
qualified is closely identical with the substantive. 
For instance God is omniscient. This configuration 
of Divine omniscience involves the close identity 
of God and omniscience because omniscience is 
the very essence of God* If the relation of the 
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adjective is co-oxteneive with the substantive, 
then the qualified configuration is identical with 
the substantive* Such is the concept ‘God is 
omniscient*. 

In the second type the qualified is different 
cum identical with the substantive* The instance 
Is a mountain with fire. The mountain aided by 
the contact of fire ends in a different configuration. 
The relation of identity cum difference that exists 
between the Visheahya and Vishista is also the 
essence of the Visheshya or substance* Yet by 
the strength of Visheeha the defect of promisouity 
is avoided* 

This qualified configuration is sometimes 
non-being though the substantive is positive or 
being. For instance ‘the pot does not understand'. 
When the adjective is negative the qualified 
substantive also becomes negative in character. 
Sometimes the substantive being non-being when 
qualified becomes being or positive in character. 
The instance is ‘Negation or Abhava Is' or 
Negation Is conceivable. 

Thus in this wonderful world we find a 
positive thing endowed with negative qualities 
and negative thing qualified with positive attri*** 
butes. We cannot deny the existence of these 
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thingfl as they are warranted by perception with 
infallible veracity. When thus we find that all 
positive things possess negative attributes and all 
negative things posses positive attributes and as 
we admit that qualified thing is identical with 
qualifying attributes we conclude that all positive 
things are negative and all negative things are 
positive. 

But this will not lead to epstemological 
anarchy. For that is being which is the object 
of first affirmation and that is non~-being which is 
the object of first negation* There is nothing 
wrong in a negative thing having a positive 
attributes or predication or vice versa. Hence 
we use such statements as- “Destruction iB» 
Negation is,”. 

The nature of mutual negation and difference 
are further discussed. Mutual negation (smilnnma) 
Is of the following type, us: Pot is not cloth. 

It was stated before that a non-being (siuw) will 
have positive attributes, and vice versa* So the 
objector now objects that though mutual negation 
has positive attributes, still the negation is not 
of the nature of Dharmi, it is different in nature 
from positive thing. Hence your statement that 
Bhava is Abhava in nature is not borne out here* 



Even if it le pleaded by Shidbanti that this 
mutual negation Is nothing but differenoe (us: 
bint) or Bheda and Bheda is nothing but the 
essence of the substance (that is said to be 
different), Still mutual negation is different from 
essential differenoe(<rav«i'^v)* Because this essential 
difference is to be found in all things like substa¬ 
nce or Dravya and others* But mutual negation 
is limited to certain places only* For mutual 
negation Is not to be found in non-being* If it is 
argued so it leads to infinite regressi Hence we 
must admit, says the opponent, that mutual 
negation Is different from essential difference* 
It was argued separateness was to be in Abhava 
or non-being, on the ground that if Abhava is no(^ 
separate from other things then there will be 
promiscuity* But the opponent says that Abhava 
stands distinguished from other tnings* by its 
own nature. 

Now Sidbanti comes forward with his own 
concept of Bheda which subsumes Prithaktva and 
mutual negation and calls these as synonyms 
conveying the same meaning *differenoe’. To 
form different concepts of indistinguishable things 
is carrying coals to New castle* For these words 
are used both in sacred and secular literature 
as synonyms* 



391 


At this stage Mayavadi contends that what 
the Sidhanti propounded so long was not accept¬ 
able to hinii The Sidhanti said that mutual 
negation and separateness connote nothing more 
than essential difference^ and hence they are in 
nature both positive and negative* But Mayavadi 
contends that this contention of the Sidhanti is 
not warranted by evidence. Because difference 
cannot constitute the essence or core of a thing* 
To form the concept of Bheda or difference 
Mayavadi takes (.recourse to the etymological 
meaning of Bheda. is derived from the root 
which means (fiwrtor), rending or splitting up. 
This form u? is instrumental in sense* Hence 
Bheda signifies means of splitting into two parts. 

Hence Mayavadi contends that Bheda cannot 
be of the nature of the thing. If it is of the 
positive nature of a thing even that thing shall 
have to undergo splitting. Then the part that is 
split also is of the nature of Bheda and then that 
also will be split. This endless splitting lands os 
on complete Vacuum or emptiness. 

The Mayavadi follows another method to 
arrive at the same conclusion. If difference is 
the nature of every thing you cannot have the 
idea of unity or oneness with reference to any 
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thing* For Bheda is inoompaltble with oneness 
whion is always found with Abheda its oouira- 
dictory term. Hence Bheda and Abheda cannot 
be found in one thing at one and the same time. 
For oneness not finding a place in any thing will 
drive away multitude also from that thing. 
Because manyness is the collection of oneness; or 
it is the production of oneness-Where There is no 
oneness and no multitude there is surely eihptinesB. 

Besides) the nature or essence of a thing is 
self dependent and hence it does not require the 
help of any counter entity. But if the Bheda is 
the essence or nature of a thing it should not 
require the help of a counter entity. So it goes 
very hard for the Shidhanti to say that Bheda is 
of the nature of a thing. The mayavadi contends 
that he should come to grips with facts. is 
different from q?, and in this statement difference 
along with its counter entity us differ¬ 

ence from qz is seen in uz) is said to be of the 
nature of uz or substance. Mayavadi contended 
that Shidhanti is treading on a very trecherous 
ground in holding this view. Because every thing 
different from Brahma will be easily proved to be 
of the nature of Brahma; and easily Advaitarada 
is proved in its highest truth. 
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Now begins the tirade of arguments of the 
Sidhanti to refute all the above mentioned minor 
objections* If difference assumes the form of 
essence of a thing to be differentiated, it is wonder 
that it will lead to emptiness- Difference is said 
to be of the nature of splitting- It does not split 
pot. Ifhere is pot; this pot is not split; but the 
pot is split from cloth its counter entity- But it 
does not split pot by means of cloth (as if it were 
a club to break that pot)-ThiB sort of Vidarana or 
splitting does not lead to emptiness- Sidhanti has 
accepted Bheda in its abstract sense (^fe) and not 
in its instrumental sense, still Vidarana does not 
tear itself but tears Its object- But even if it 
cuts itself to pieces it goes on decreasing in 

ihagnitude- It will never exhaust itself in 
outting- 

Besides Bheda is not of the nature of splitt¬ 
ing- But if it is accepted then Bheda or Vidarana 
only means division or Vibhaga. This is one 
meaning of Bheda- Difference is another meaning 
which is the very nature of the substance- Now 
no one finds any objection against 

Here Sidhanti takes up the question of the 
number of attribute of God Hari. Naiyayika 
thinks God to have eight qualities. This arbitrasy 



ZH 

number is highly insnlting to those who think 
that He has infinite number of qualities* In 
Bhagavata Tatparya it is stated that he has not 
only infinite number of attributes; but each 
attribute is infinite. 

Now what is the kind of knowledge Brahman 
Possesses ? It is a knowledge oharaoterised with 
innumerable objects to prove his all-knowing 
nature. Really speaking if G o d’s knowledge 
is unoharaoterised by the relation of object then 
God cannot claim, omniscience or all knowledge. 
This is a serious loss to God* 

Some Vaisheshikas think that God’s knowle¬ 
dge, desire, and effort are not marred by any 
characterisation of their objects: But it was now 
shown that knowledge without its object does 
not prove his omniscience* In the same manner 
his desire and effort also without being related to 
their objects do not prove the unlimited nature 
of God’s desire and effort. 

But this contention of the Vaisheshikas is 
not logically sound. For if his knowledge is not 
characterised by its innumerable objects it 
becomes very difficult to explain the omniscience 
nature of God. In the same manner if his desire 
and efforts are colourless and are not marked by 
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all objects (of desire and effort) he cannot be 
proved to be the doer of all deeds But 

we have accepted the theory of his all knowing 
and doing nature. Hence we cannot plead for un 
marked or uncharaoterised knowledge of God^ 

Vaisheshika pleads for conditioned dema- 
rkation of knowledge (but pure by nature)* He 
contends that His knowledge is pure knowledge* 
But when it is conditioned by pot or pan, then it 
is said to be knowledge of pot or pan* In the 
same manner his desire is homogenious and 
integrated; but at the time of creation God*® 
desireis said to be ^desire to create’* Same is the 
oasewith his effort. So though his knowledge 
and other things are not marked by any 
speciality (f^u) yet on account of certain condi¬ 
tions they become specialised and 

hence his all knowing and doing and 

become justified* 

But this is no justification, Sldhantl argues 
that natural or conditional, the speciality, in know 
ledge or desire or effort, does exist* Then touched 
by it knowledge cannot remain pure and is bereft 
of any mark or speciality* If, on the otherhand 
Vishesha or speciality does not exist his omni¬ 
science cannot be justified' Thus the theory of 



Vaisheshika’B pure knowledge pure desire and 
pure eflforfc is not reasonable. 

In this very context Vaisheshika’s theory of 
knowledge is further scrutinised. He does not 
admit self luminosity of God’s knowledge and 
yet he argues that God is omniscient* But 
Vaishashika does not admit one knowledge which 
apprehends both himself and all other things. 
He first apprehends all objects out side him self* 
Then in the second he apprehends the knowledge 
of the first knowledge* There are two cognitions 
and not one incorporating both* These two 
cognitions combined form his omniscience. 

But if this is the process of God’s knowledge 
In your theory^ you are committed to acknowledge 
self luminousness of knowledge* Because the 
second knowledge must cognise itself also. If not 
you shall have to recognise a third knowledge to 
cognise the second and so on and so forth. Thus 
you are committed to infinite Regress, says the 
Bidhanti* Hence he presses that one knowledge 
not only apprehends its objeotSf but apprehends 
itself also* That is self luminousness. 

Sidhanti sums op what he wants to say about 
God* Shruti alone telU 09 about the nature and 
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qualities of God. No other means of knowledge 
apprehends God. Now Shiuti desoribes Hari as 
one full of auspioiouB qualities' Hence any 
inference trying prove God to be miserable is 
foiled in its attempt; becauso Shruti which alone 
has the capacity to apprehended God is opposed 
to all such inferences* Hence God is proved to 
be full of untarnished and auspicious qualities 
each one unlimited in its application and reference 
and completely perfect in its nature* Shruti thus 
stands infallible instrument of knowledge of 
God, challenging the validity of other instruments 
that try to villify God. 

The Sutrakara wants to expose another flaw in 
the theory of creation which runs counter to reason* 
The Valsheshikas and some others like him accept 
that in eternal time there is the period known as 
time of creation and again there is time known 
as time of destruotion* The atoms are there and 
they form into binaries and triads and so on* 
Thus the 6ve elements come into existence* But 
this theory of creation is not consistent with 
their other parts of theory* 

For according to their doctrine, even before 
there is desire of God for creation, let their be 
oreation* Because all the pre*requisites for 
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creatioD are there ready- The atoms are ready 
always- And they constitute the material cause 
of world creation- And the efficient cause, the 
desire of God also is eternal- Religious merit and 
demerit which is Adrista is non-eternal, yet it is 
accepted by the Vaisheshika to be present at 
the time of dissolution of the world- The temp-^ 
erament or inolination towards creation depends 
upon God’s desire and hence, as His desire is 
eternal it might be taken as present. 

Thus when all the pre-requisites that consti¬ 
tute cause are present) the effect will, of its own 
accord, come into existence- Hence creation must 
be found even when it is not expected- And hence 
let this creation be present even at the time of 
universal destruction; or at all times. In the same 
manner universal destruction also, is possible at 
all times in his theory- 

The great defect in his theory is that he does 
not admit of parts in time to conform to creation 
and destruction- But the Sidhanti admits of 
natural parts in the eternal time- And hence we 
can very well explain and adjust creation and 

destruction so as to conform to their bounds 
of time- 

But these parts of time must be either eternal 
or non eternal- If those parts are eternal then 



399 


the question of possibility of oreation at all times 
oaoDOt be averted* All the attempts to divide 
Kalu or time is futile* If the parts non eternal 
then the oause for the partition must be found out* 

Yes we do accept all these conditions* The 
material oausej in the Sidhanti’s system, is 
Prakriti no doubt* The efficient oause is the 
parts of time that are always at the disposal of 
God^s will. These parts are flowing in incessant 
current. Shruti Is the instrument that warrants 
the constant flow of temporal parts* 

The three entities, God Hari, time and space 
are self existent yet time and space are eternally 
dependent on God Hari. 

Another, flaw, is exposed in the Valsheshika 
system* The atom has form, flavour, and thuoh 
and hence it is concluded that it is non-eternal. 
Then he reviews all the various syllogisms which 
are offered to prove four kinds of different atoms 
to be non*eternah But these syllogisms should 
not like boomrang come back and hit the one 
that has hurled them. 

But Shidhauti clears his position. No doubt 
he too has admitted subtle elemental parts which 
are eternal. But the atoms are not the subtle 
elemental parts. Those atoms are the accretions 
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of Tamas Ahaokara and its effects. ; And 
these servo the purpose of subtle elemental parts 
to form the nucleus for creation. Hence they 
are deformed in this original form and they afe 
effects and hence non eternal* Bo these atoms 
are quite different In nature from those which 
Sidhanti has accepted as subtle elemental parts 
which are eternal. 

Besides this system is not at all acceptable to 
those who believe in vedas. Hence the Sidhanta 
is in no way harmed by the tenets of this system* 

Now begins the scrutiny of the Sourgat 
system or Boudha system. Raghavendra adds a 
note that after a rationalist aheretic is examined* 
These Bandhas are of four types * they are 
Vaibhashikas Santrantikas Madhyamikas, and 
yoga oharas. Now Vaisheshikas were taken for 
scrutiny and in their system world was accepted 
as real and produced from atoms* Now Yaibha- 
shikas and Santrantikas also have a similar 
doctrine and hence they are called for review. 
Avafdika heretic is a more powerful enemy than 
a Vaidlka heretic* Hence these two are selected 
for critical study* 

The Vaibhashikas say that every thing ig 
momentary. This does not require any extra- 



neouB cause to destroy a thing every moment. 
But by its own nature a thing stands for a 
moment and is destroyed. Really speaking sticks 
and others do not destroy a thing. They merely 
produce broken parts out of a pot. 

But this theory of momentariness of every 
thing does not help a cause to produce an effect 
but becomes a*hindrance to the production. For 
the cause coming in contact with action must 
produce the effect as its result. Then the effect 

again will be a cause for the next effect. Where 
is scope for momentariness? 

To this the protagonist of momentariness 
replies that it is only the group of atoms that 
is called pot. There is no whole other than 
the group of parte. Hence momentariness never 
comes in the way of the cause producing the 
effect. Budha'ought to lave said that Pot is only 
atoms. But an atom is one and a pot is big so as 
to be perceived. 

In order to get rid of the contradiction oi 
perception, Budba uses the word ‘group\ 
Because though atom singly is not perceptible and 
is not big yet the group is perceptible and is big. 

To this an objection is raised that grouping 
of the atoms requires an agent who groups* 
Then Budha shall have to accept a god like us. 
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this the Badha rejoins that and ^19. 
(Timfe and jpast aooamilated aetion) are the real 
oauses of action* tJhder their inflaeiioe the 
grouping is made Into different effects* Then 
what is the hse of a god? Or where is the neoessity 
of ft whole different from its parts* The Sidhanti 
also must adrnit this 9519. The joining goes on 
according to the magnitude of the dbjeot. 

Momentariness . is , not limited to only non- 
soul world* Evren the soul world is subject to its 
influence < The whole of existence is declared 
momentary; as the soul {also exists it must be also 
momentary* 

But if every thing is momentary; how will 
there be recognition ? BeoognitiOn is reduced and 
limited to the flow Of atoms* And Santanam or 
flo# is beyond the pale of existence. It is also 
beyond the inflaenoe of'momentariness. 

Now the Saugata takes to division* The tree 
of existence has five, branches* Of these five 
skandas Sams^ara Skanda is one. Then there 
is Bupaskanda consisting of atoms in the 
form of figure? flatonr, aniell, touch, and sound. 
Indeterminate knowledge is' Yijnana Skanda 
Determinate knowledge is S a in j n a Skanda* 
Painful, sensation is Yedana Skanda. Bupaskanda 
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e is aii oatside tMtkg. The other four belong to in¬ 
ward %o^ There are thth^' ^ioh are not 
subsumed Under these five* For ihstanoe pleasure 
is One such thing and it is the negation of Pain, 
and' to'irioluded itt Vedana Slrhhda. Atma is 
nothing more than a ftoW of oOnsozousness. ,' 
Besieging Atiha with 0 (of pleaeure and 

pain) to tto %brldli^^^ Bareft of any form and ' 
devoid Of objects (of pleasure Or: jiain) is Atnia’s 
Mokshal " H gfonping into five Skandas 

need-'not^be'yiOlatedr 

Thus here the'Sutrakara has summarised ^ 
the. tenets common tO both Voibhashika and 
Sautcantika; the other details are taken up 'S 
whenciVer and wherever they are AecesBar^ and '" 
will be cntlcally- rev^^^ ^ 

Now-the dfelihot fintohhd prodacts like o6‘w 
and^ pot are ifiefe dietiiDcfc groups of atoms. 
Besides thesej there is iio separate whole. This ig 
the tOpic- Sntrakara first takes up for review in 
this Sutra (unw nwif<U;) The whole 

which has been apprehended as cow and pot, to 
either made hp of one atom or many atoms^ 

It cannot consist of one atom for th© whole is 
never made uh of one part* One tree oahnotlmake 
a grdtip of tteeei part; no heoessity of 

oonCClvingJ'a-'whdlhi ^' 



Even the second alternative is oouBistent^ 
Now even if the, whole is made np of many atoms 
are the atoms grpaped together, or are they kept 
asunder 7 If atoms make up a pot, even not 
grouped, any where it should be cognised by- us 
as a pot* Because ungrouped atoms are to be 
found every where* Even the second alternative 
of the whole being grouped atoms, also is not 
consistent. Beoause the collected manifoldness 
depends upon collection; and without manifold>■ 
ness collection is impossible* This mu^al depe> 
ndenoe spoils this theory of creation. 

Here Raghavendra elucidates the theory of 
grouping* that mast be undeistood by the word 
snfti- Sounds produced at one and the same time 
form a grouping in respeot of a point of time; 
Many trees and many soldiers form grouping into 
a forest or army in respect of space* The stiok 
and the wheel of the potter are oolleoted in 
respect of a product of a pot. The letters are 
oolleoted Into words; sentenoes and paragraphs 
in respeot of object of knowledge* The whole of 
the essay is colleo ted £a0 propound log import of 
one meaning*] 

Besides what Is this opllection 7 Is it merely 
the contact of atoms or is it numerical manifoM 
ness, or is . it a separate entity altogether; 
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it is accepted, oontaot stid maOifoiduess residing 
in imperOOptible atoiuS bainnot be perceived, TJhe 
third alternative is a dijEfereot entity and that is 
the whole which we pressed him to accept* 

But this pressure to aooept a separate entity 
‘whole* is not proper;, beoause it is openly 
oontradioted* 'iPhe whole oannot be said to reside 
in each part ^bOnipletefyi or to reside in part* 
♦In the first alternative as there are many parts 
and. as in each part the whole fully reside there 
will be many wholes and nOt one whole* If in 
each part it partially resides then there is ho 
other whole than the part. 

When there is this oonfasion created if a 
separate whole is accepted it will not be found 
consistent. 

To this the Sutrahara rejoins- The Sutrakara 
first allows the opponent to be more clear and 
then refutes him point blank- 

The oppOneht contends that the conoeptlon 
of the whole should be enlarged* Then there wil] 
be no Scope jfor mutual dependence• the coilec- 
tioU is not oocasiona}; but is constant. If so there 
will be no distinct period of breatibh a n d 
eatrnction* 
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To this thc) , SaugjQkta replies thaV though 
oolleotion goes on foreyer its knowledge is 
oeoasionaL On this we oan distingaish creation 
from destraction« For the knowledge of constant 
flow depends upon the, proximity of atonis* 
Because the knowlenge of collection requires 
the related knowledge of atoms Which feshlts in 
the knowledge of pfosimil^ of atoms* 

But a pierson himself is knowledge of consoif 
Ousness. Even then there Mrentwo-tkinds 6- 
knowledges one is oalled Pravrltti and another 
Alaya. Now Alaya is man himself* , For it gives 
scope to activity, pain and other things* .PraVritti 
is the cognition of pplletoion. Hence there in no 
contradiction at all* 

Saugata explains his atoinio theory #hioh he 
proves to be compatible with his oOnOeptlon of 
mOmontarlhess of every thing existing- Collection 
is nothing ; but js •multitude of atoms* This 
multitude or many ness is collection. This multi¬ 
plicity is there, in, the atoms whether they are 
collected or separated* But there is no constant 
knowledge of this cbllectlon* Knowledge of 
collection depends upon the related knowledge of 
all atoms* For muitipHcity is born of relate<^ess‘ 
But this related knowledge is not possible when 
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the atoms are separate and distant one from the 
other. We oannot have a related knowledge of 
trees one in Mathnra and another in Pataliputra. 
When there is nearness then there is cognitioo of 
manynesB and oneness. Therefore there is nothing 
wrong with his theory. 

The Sidhaniti now replies. The danse always 
prodnoes Similar effeot; or diBsimilar effact or 
effect of both kinds; 6r of no kind. If the first 
type is accepted^ then the cause which is riot the 
object of senses arid which consists of scattered 
atoms must produce effect which is similar to the 
cause and never can it produce effect sensible arid 
oolledted- Arid when similarity is pushed forward 
the ridiculous nature of this supposition would 
be exposed. In both cases the cognition of 
oollectiori oanriot be ehown to be occasional. 
Both the cases, Baghavendra explains as l ) h'irbm 
scattered atom s are prod uced the clrisely attrd- 
oted atoms which become apprehended through 
the knowledge of relatedriess. This reveals 
universal multiplicity which is oolleotibn br 
2) The scattered atoms when compressed produce 
collection. This is expressed and it is suggested 
that in both these oases the knowledge of oollec-. 
tion is not occasional. Hiad it been so then there 
would have been a fixed and separate ari^angement 
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of creation and destruction. In the case of 
scattered atoms? diesimilar and gathered atoms 
cannot be created and knowledge of opileotion is 
not possible and hence its oocasionality is far 
from being accepted. 

Then the Sidhanti shows how this theory 
leads to absurdity. If the second alternative is 
accepted the cause produces dissimilar efifectJ 
then in the process of prodaotion of a^pot, from ifs 
very stage of half part of pot in all the moments 
of the process of creation there will be no form 
of pot. Then the moment of pot will produce 
the moment of an elephant and that again will 
give rise to the moment of an ass. In the same 
manner the moment of blue will produce the 
moment of yellow. And thus there is no contin¬ 
uity of blue. If the third alternative is aocepted 
then there are both nontradictiag each other ani 
there will be moment of nothing. After thrashing 
this point fully the Sidhantakara oomps 'to the 
conclusion that there will be no eifeot coining 
into existence similar to,the cause- On account 
of disBimllarlty between cause and eHect the pot 
will be the cause of an elephant. 

Saugata^s theory of collection is shown 
untenable and his theory of mbmentariness also? 
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will be shown shaky. The 3 i 4 kanM ’8 objection 
is that there Is no proof to warra.nt its existence* 
For perception only peroeiyes present existence 
and not the past nor the future. Then the very 
concept of momentariness is analysed. Moment¬ 
ariness may mean ExisteBce assbciated with a 
moment- Or is it production and destruction in 
one moment only? ‘Association'With a moment 
with disBOciation with the bext moment*- The 
first alternative is aooeptable to Sbidhanti also* 
For a thing of long standing also has its existence 
in a moment^ 

The second and the third alternatives are 
severely cntieised. Production and destruction 
cannot both be confirmed to one moment. Besides 
perception apprehends only the existence in the 
present moment. Dissocistipn also from the next 
moment is not possible. Thus it becomes impo¬ 
ssible to prove momentarinesB of a thing. 

Besides recognition also is impossible. Foj 
in order to explain recognition, the Sougata acc¬ 
epted the etemality of atoms which enables him 
to prove the long standing naiture of things. 
O r did he accept eternal!ty in pots f It is of no 
use to accept eternality of atoms* For atoms 
are imperceptible. the thing repognised 
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cannot be perceptible' Even the eecond alter* 
native removea the dijOficulty* For he shall have 
to consider recognition to be Tvrong knowledge' 


If Saugata considers that moments of cause 
leave impressions on moments] of effect' so the 
self of the prior moment will leave the impression 
of the first moinent on the self of the second 
moment' And hence the self can think and 
reason* Now this theory is refuted in the sutra 

Atma is momentary and hence it cannot 
leave any impression on the second self. Besides 
the self is not; proved to be momentary by any 
evidence' Self fa} proved to have continuous 
existence by recognition. 

Besides if the Atma were to leave impress¬ 
ions on the next Atma, the self can do so by 
being cbriheoted with the secohd self* But these 
two moments cannot be connected. And hence 
one self cannot leave its impression upon the 
Second Self. 

This point is made more clear by further 
eluoidation' Cause and effect must reside in one 
and the same momeht. Then only the cause can 
i leave its impreSBmh, through obntaett And with- 
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:Qut this Impression how, oftn this solf - (existing 
for a moment) can think or infer ? 

But the Saugata offers an explanation fo^ 
causality^' He thinks he can divide the moment 
in three parts. The oanse gbttin^ it# axlrtehce 
in the first part of-the moment, in the middle 
part produces effect and in last par;t stamps' 
its impresBlph upon it and , 

To this the f^hswbr ia that the smaUest part 
of time Is called qisi and ,as, it haev neither the 
former part nor the latter part, there cannot be 
the middle part between these t Wm ^ 

Saugata maintains that ^isto^ is purpose¬ 
fulness It is sai^ tp '^heu 

concomitant with two alternatives. ^As they are 
exhaustive there is no third alternative. Now 
this is /not possible H ;momentarineSBV;^ 

> For the vieffeot produoed; fromu a' ^mdmentSry 
existeiice (oause) has‘ the oauae' existing in the 
previous moment* .P'-meansith^ 
are contempoFaheous;,or the effeot is posthumous 
coming into existence after the death of the cause* 

x; i f Now dn the ■fit8t3hlternativ©v^ effebt^ and 
, icause wiff be oomioghito/existenoeMsiihultaneotisly. 

oause is momentaiiy, and if ieffeot is exiatibg 
oontemporary < then ;:they: ^ bpth> will be coming 





into existenoeiussimultanebusly. It is Iready 
stated that a moment ia indivisible. Hence the 
continuous flux of effect also by tlie same rule 
wiU^Jbe rednceid to siiuultaneity* This runs counter 
to what actua][;ly we; perceive'. 

In the second alternatiye the effect is not 
produced frOih the cause. ’ Qtherwise (if cause and 
effect are not hohnected) there wff^ anarchy in 
the l£ingdom^df"oaus6 and 'effeet; fdr any effect will 
be corning from any oahse. 

-5 f ,v^V.v ■ 

Mere supcession > will not settle oausality. 
If BO an effect will be coming out of the ashes of 
the causev In bblh theso hii^ichatives thus W® 
find the effebt hot serving ariy pt^ and hence 
not existing. 

: <lt may; be v argued that every moment an 
effect 4s eonnng tin to distance., j^n effect always 
requires a cause to prod uoe it. This will prove 
th© constant natureiof cause or its nou-existenoe' 
Hence In both the ceases the effect is not Ooming 
nto exlsteno©. 

, Hbw begins the : refutation of Madhyamika 
fichool of ■iBaugatasiv f The prowdure of curiosity 
Is more acceptable than that of text.. Hence the 
. discussion of .Shunyatayada is taken up first- 




Madli;ap;iika Ba;^iB t)Hat Shuuya or 
or void ia the truths The wholenirdrM:^ 
of five braaohea or Faoeha Skandaa la mere void^ 
and nothing: more* ThiS'^hunya is not warranted 
by any proof. For it iai Swayam^ Bhata Whieh 
doea not mean Wf illaminatiog* but Only meana 
*not illomioated hy othera*. Other proofs^ do ndt' 
illnminate Shanya.beoauae it doeanotiposaeaa any 
attrihutea. A proof;; appreimada a^ tl^ :^tth ' 
attribntes. Beemrae peroeption apprehenda^thhiga' 
with ^rosBneaa* Bnt a ttdng ; Without any£ dlab-' 
inotioQ (attributivenesa) oannotvbe apprehendeld*^ 

the^ otherhaind Ihe:; oonoept 
not co]Q]irleB!i> For Shiinyn ia aaid to>pdaaeBB 
‘BelatedneBa Qldage> deatinii^miaery 1 and dth^ra^^ 
But there iamnoh^difierenoe^iOf^'opKdion; regarding 
the nature of Shunya. One muat meditate -I wm 
ShunyaV and attain Wi the^vstagerof 'Bhunyata^ 
And that la the final stage Of Mokahai 

A verae from, thh Shunyaya^^ la quoted 
uwnifhfi: Having shown ao^^ fo^ 
inoonsistenoy in their theory^ now the Sidhantj 
ahoWe his oonoeptionOf means and^end* Every¬ 
day the meditation am ShUnya* goes On* Then 
Shunya Is yiaualisedi Then this i will dead the 
aapirant to the ata^? oFjmhinhlty hrom^^a^ 
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ment and. hatred^ tbe extiii^uisbing of 

tho-lamp Shiri Eaghaveadra^ elubidatea tbe V^rae 
thus- *’the worldly life that is of the nature of 
illusion of^doershlp end enjO a oonti- 

nuiby-Uike saiilamp^ v v^tUd^ extin^ishing of this ^ 
lamp ^B Moksha* -^Here-Eaghavehdra discu^^ 
different readingsf lii tHe place mfin: there is 
another reading mifira:. t Soine vacbepting this’ 
reading interpret It as'^Ci Atnia w^^^^ has eiater- ^ 
ta^d j the ddea;; ^ Shniiya^i -; Stfll others have 

accepted a; third and interpret it as 

‘of Atmafthatis a^ogln or sage** • ^ 

Now / this Shunya x is being enveloped by 
Samvrlti or A jnana of Nescience. By instru— - 
mental derivation;; Samvriti means that 'which 
hides or iponoealsi t sThiS'; neacienoe^ beoames the 
means ?of hiding. Shuhya^^ ? TMs ^Samvrl^-is 
beglnnlngleSS- ivTheaworld consisting Of ' variety is 
the illusioharyi: effect Of supper; imposition’^ ^ ' 

nescience on Shnnya. But world is not Shunya. 
This appareht wdridrhaeiliuslop^ tpth >06000 . 
there is nothing wrong if it appears as true. 

But thefe: is transcendental truth which 
stands uosublated. . iWorld’s reality Is not oit 
that type; it is only; emperical truthv Hence world 
is as good as unfeab; Then how tosexplain World’s ' 
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Berrioeability (serving of purpoae)* All buBlnesB 
of giving and ticking being itself illusp^y apd . 
unreal goes on like the moTements in the dream. 
Transoendentai troth alone oontradicts the mund> 
ane business* For it denies all aotions and 
activities. 

But all this runs ooiinter to oonoeption of 
creation and destrnotion* For there is creation. 
Shunya without any activity oanhot participate 
in creation that is full of activity. But Shunya 
in contact with this pimordial nesoienoe engages 
itself in creation. 

Now the Sutrakara .begins tide Adhikaiapa 
to refute this system. Qf this t^e f«e»^t sut^ >> 
s takes a critical notice of the doctrine that tl^ ^ 
; world is born of empty void or Shunya. 

In the first place Shunya cannot be non- 
being. Because the rWbrld appeatB a beihg. But 
it appears so oh aocouht Of its bei% super imposed 
by being. It is noh-being dr ASat beoause .it has 
no transoendentai reality. That which is never 
snblated is trasoendehtal reality. All the 
business^of the world is the aotlvity of dreamland. 

But all this is untenable. For the world being 
a positive thing cannot come, put of enspty vpid* 

A non-being Is nOt ohtraoterised by any peca* 
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arity; and hence it ie as good as a sky-flower 
(a thing heyer in existence,) Such unoharaote. 
rieed thing cannot prodube a highly coloured 
world rich in variety. 

But the protagonist of Shunyavada says that 
the evidence vouch-safed by the Shidhanti for 
what , he propoTwds Is perception*, that being 
the basic eyidedce of both inference and verbal 
testimony* But this perception is not ayeilAble. 
Hence the Shunyavadii is strong in this position. 
As there is no peroeptloh to disprove being coming 
from non-being, there is iio inference aleo based 
on the peroeptiohi^ As dir 1?erbit testimony, the 
Sidhanii does hot believe in' thb one oflered by 
the’Shunyavadi* ’ Hence the abisehbe of any proof 
for what theSidhanti dontends is oonflrmed* 

To this the Sutra^ra, rep^ that if the 
Shunyaya^i contends that / Some positive being 
comes out of ooiuplete empty void,.then even the 
horde of a cat piust bei; able to gore a man to 
deaith, just as the horse or a bhll can do* In the 
same manner an indiflerent thing which; isheither 
acoeptable nor linacoeptable, like the seventh 
flavour (only six are existing) nourishiDg a man, 
must'be fOtinid useful* iii the same manner a 
weayor In o peioe of plOth will not go 
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in search of real yam. For unreal yarn can be 
woven into a useful piece of cloth* 

Then a great confusion would arise frOm 
the theory of Shunya and eyery one would be at 
his wit’s end. But the Shunyavadi contends 
that only at the first creation there is creation 
from Shunya; while On Other future occasions 
real agents of action, instruments of action are 
procured for production* Sidhanti makes use 
of the ground prepared by the Shunyavadi 
If at the later period a wbrk Irequires real agent 
and instruments of action, theh at the first 
creation also you can just ihfer a real cause for 
a real world* 

The Shunyavadi objects that all the objeo* 
tions raised against him can with equal force be 
raised against the Shidhaiiti- Of these first the 
Sidhanti refutes the theory that nothiug is the 
cause of creation. (^i ura The Sidhanti 

shows that the world is seen and found to be real 
and hence if it is accepted ras unreal experience it 
is set at nought* 

But the Shunyavadi contends that just as an 
elephant or a Snake in a dream or illusion, though 
unreal yet seem to be reab so also this unreal 
world seems to be real* That is why he calls 
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Shunya to be the cause of the world. So eveii 
though the world is found by perception to be 
real yet it cannot be proved to be real* He says 
that he need not oommit himself to accept the 
locus of illusion and the illuded agent and the 
flaws of the instruments to maintain the world 
illusion. For he has accepted one Samvnti which 
has the power to reveal the unreal and to maintain 
that unreality. The Samvrita reality or emperloal 
truth and its expression ;is perceptible to every 
one. On the basis of this emperioal tiuth all 
worldly buBiness can be conducted. And hence 
there is no necessity of calling forth the aid of 
transcendental reality. 

As a reply to this contention the Sutra 
is cited. The world experience as 
a reality is not an illusion of the type of conch 
shell-silver or Bope-Snake. For the experience 
of the world is not sublated. If on the ground 
that it is apprehension, l^world-apprehension is to 
be sublated) even this ap^j^bbehsion of eublation 
being a piece of sublation Is to be sublated and 
so on. 

The Sidhanti contends that the Shunyavadi 
argues in a reverse process. For His contention 
amounts to that the world process warranted by 
all proofs is to be considered as * illnsion or 
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erroneous upprehenelon and its appearance as 
reality is considered to be sublated. Shunya not 
apprehended by any means of knowledge is oonsi' 
dered as an object of non-erroneous knowledge 
and its reality is considered as never to be 
sublated. For it is the rule of common consent 
that what is warranted by proofs is nonillusory 
and if something unwarrented j]by proofs is 
accepted it is erroneous knowledge. But 
Sbunyavadi’s dontention is as good as saying^ <*the 
cow has been seen to have horns and hence they 
are illusory and the hare has not been seen to have 
horns and hence they a^e not illusonary-*' 

But this is not the way of the world and in 
understanding the things too we usually follow 
the ways of the world. Why discuss much ? It is 
enough if we say that it is being as shown by a 
proof and hence it deserves to be the cause. Any 
objeotion raised to disprove it is only spoor 
semblance of flaw in the reasoning. 

Eaghavendra writes an unusually long note 
on wwnfe (objection is a semblance). 

Shunyavadi has alleged that if a being is the 
cause then the threads should go to form a pot. 
This allegation is only a poor semblanoe of a flaw 
in reasonings Some interpret the above words like 
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this. Some others interpret it as exposing a 
general conoomitanoe both positive and negative. 
That which is a being, is not a cause and that 
"which is a cause is not a being. The third still 
interpret it that the allegation of iTrationality is a 
reaeoning to prove impossibility of cans# & efiect 
in the case of causes that are positive or being 

By 'the said method’ means that the Lord 
Ifari who is completely and perfectly independent 
in all his ways collects easily the materials that 
are entirely dependent on Harl and create the 
worlds, though He is capable of doing and undoing 
as He likes. All this has been treated In detail 
before in 

Now to prove the illusory nature of the world 
the Saugata put forth many inferences. They are 
now being serutinised* One such inference is as 
followsThe sky under dispute is illusory 
because it is seen like a dream* Thus when 
illusory nature is proved ;^ho one oan claim this 
world to be real. 

In this context apart from the illusory nature 
of the world the inference which has been pushed 
forth to prove this, itself is either unreal or real 
If it is unreal then visibility not existing in word 
might prove the word to be non'eternal. Then 
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again in the seoond alternative also its absurdity 
is exposed by further investigation. 

Then it was proved to’the hilt that the world is 
not illusory as the present experience of its reality 
is not denied by any later experiences. Now some 
of the evidences the opposer presents to pro^b 
the falsity of the world are critically reviewed* 
The Saugata who is the exponent of Samvriia 
Vada argues thus— If the world is not illusory 
then the perception also would not be available. 
Because the world is desired to be full of variety. 
If that difference or variety is not perceptible 
then the world also is not perceptible. For if the 
world is perceived without variety in it then the 
world is one uniform non-entity or empty void. 

Now the question arises whether Bheda 
is perceptible or not* Many reasons are adduced 
to prove its [imperceptible nature. But the 
Sidhanti argues that Bheda is not something 
apart from the thing itself. Bo when the thing 
is perceived the difference of other things also Is 
found in it* Difference is not found different 
from the essence of the thing. 

Why Bheda should be accepted as the thing 
itself or essence of the thing? But this question 
is quite sopeiflous with him who does cot accept 



Bheda itself, like the question of a merchant of 
garlic, for the availability of a oonveyanoe when 
he has no commodity of it at all. 

But the Saugata objects that when the pot 
is seen* we need not necesssarily have seen the 
pan as different from it, and hence the difference 
from pan is uox the essence of pot* as it is not 
understood when the pot is seen* 

For there is concomitanoe that, that which 
b not un-understbod when the pot is understood 
la not different from that pot* The form of the 
pot is the instance* In this manner difference is 
pot itself or its essence. For when pot is under¬ 
stood this difference stands not un-understood* 
This is the syllogistic form supplied by 8hri 
Baghavendra* This is a special concomitance* 
A general concomitanoe also will serve the 
propose. 

When under both the syllogisms there is no 
fear of violation of Vyapti by Vyabhiohara, then 
why preference to the special Vyapti over the 
general Vyapti? The answer is for quicker under^ 
standing. For the special type brings home to 
our mind the proposition that difference is nothing 
more than the essence of pot. 

Here a doubt is raised* Now a statement 
should be made regarding both pot and difference. 



and their non'diSerenoe ahonld be proved by the 
reason that when one of them is known the other 
is suggested. When a man-with>a stick is known, 
no doubt the stick is suggested* But when a stick 
is known the 'person with the stick is not 
suggested. 

But all this would have been right had 
difference been apprehended at the same time 
when the pot is apprehended. Beally speaking* 
just afcer the apprehension of the pot the 
difference enters into our consciousness. In kn 
unqualified bare cognition, a mere thiog is 
cognised. And difference is cognised only after 
remembering the counter-entity [(the pan in the 
cognition of the pot.) 

This objection is met with the reply that if 
difference does not form a topic in the cognition 
of a pot. then even afterwards the cognition that 
pan is different from pot also wilt notarise. There 
fore in the very apprehension of a thing, difference 
is brought to our awareness) and here Bheda is 
the very essence of a thing. 

Apart from the question of difference being 
of the nature of a thing or not, the Sidhanti does 
not agree that simultaneous apprehension depends 
upon the cognition of another thing. Thus Bheda 
must be accepted as the thing itself. 
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Now ShuDyavadi considers Shunya to be the 
cause of the world; Mayavadi considers St to be 
Brahman. But it was adduced that by refuting 
the arguments of Shunyavada in its theoyof 
creation. Mayavadi’s arguments also are 
automatically refuted. A rule can not be said to 
be extended in its application to things that are 
dissimilar to the original case. 

To this the Sidhanti replies that similarity or 
dissimilarity between two things is settled by the 
sameness or otherwise of their dehnitions. The 
definitions of Shunya and Brahman agree in all 
respeots. For both are accepted as having no 
Visheshas. 

Though from the point of view of absence of 
Visheshas there is sameness between Shunya"and 
Brahman^yet Brahman is said to be intrinsically 
different from Shunya as he is said to be of the 
nature of * Being, opnsiousness^ infinity, and Bli8B\ 
But Shonyavadi doec not posit this kind of 
nature in respect of Shupya. 

But Mayavadiu accepts these attributes as 
only eleminations of the opposites of these 
intrinsic attributes, as for instance Satya or 
being denies only nonbeing in the nature of 
Brahman- Besides this meaning of detraction of 



the opposite qualities from Brahman those attri¬ 
butes of Satya, Jnanai Ananta and Ananda can 
have no other meaning oompitible with the 
nature of Brahman* For the positive qualities 
of Satyatva and Jnanatva and others are deroga¬ 
tory to the nature of homogeneity of Brahman; 
and if found with Brahman would impair his 
undivided and indistinguishable nature* 
Baghavenrda to corroborate this statement 
quotes a verse from Shri Shankara, the 
Bhashyakara*s Murarishataka* And Shunyavadi 
also agrees that his Shunya is not false (sTSU). 
Hence both Brahman and Shunya are one and 
the same. Hence the extension of the rule is 
quite justified* 

Now even Shunyavadi admits the illusory 
nature of what is being seen, and what is illusary 
or unreal cannot be a means to anything. But 
this is an easy thing to understand and hence 
Butrakara has taken trouble to mention it. 

Now the Sutrakara subject?; Yogaohara’s 
system to critical survey. These are the 
exponents of knowledge, which alone is 'real in 
their system; while other branches considered it 
as unreal. Knowledge alone assumes the form of 
the knowlable object; and it has no separate 
existence from that of knowledge itself. 
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His another doctrine Is that knowledge is 
k own to UB> On the strength of this Yogaobara 
oonclades that what is known is knowledge; and 
hence, blueness and pot and pan are all known 
and hence they are of the nature of knowledge. 
Or we cognise both blueness and knowledge 
together. And hence there is no difference 0ne 
and the same) between the nature of both. 

Eaghavendra illustrates this truth with the 
example. By pressing the eye with a finger, you 
see two moons. The false moon is invariably 
seen along with the real moon, and it is also 
found that both knowlegde and the real moon are 
one and the same* But knowledge is eternal and 
external while its objects are Internal. Hence 
oneness of knowledge and its object cannot be 
justified. For b^th are distinctly related. 

But he objects that the relation of difference 
between the object and its knowledge, difference 
between the flaws and such other differences are 
all mere illusory and unreal. Therefore he says 
‘‘difference is mere illusion as it is found between 
the real and the unreal moon.” 

This system is refuted in the Sutra 

Jayateertha explains the Sutra thus—‘‘there 
is no experience (HT?) of the world; and 



§27 


are one and the same in meaning- Prepositions 
like 31^ before roots only reveal the hidden mean¬ 
ing of the root- 

Baghavendra here introduces us to many 
ioterpretatioDS of ‘ ’ means the 

relation of the last word according to some- 
Others hold different views- In sfrcFT ^?the Sandhi 
is dissolved as srv? and then interpreted as <the 
absence of by some others. Otherwise it 
would have been that the absence of might be 
accepted and the topic of the discussion would 
not have been refuted- Therefore the next 
is taken to mean ^differenoe from the one that is 
in the mind or from the one understood • ’ 
should be dissolved as both and 3ir^?- Some 
more still contend that the absence of is not 
unreal; for it is of the nature of fWiTH or 
knowledge- If further it is said that it is illusory 
it wont be accepted. Therefore it must be dissolved 
as ST’S? and its relation is meant- Thus Bagha¬ 
vendra. when there are different interpretatorsof 
either Nyaya Sndha or Anuvyakhana, introduces 
us liberally to all those interpretations, without 
passing any remark against any one them- 

An explanation, is called forth- The 
object of knowlegde. is a oon»being in essence 
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and ia yet ranperinipoBed upon Vijnana or 
knowledge and therefore it la aaid to be of the 
nature of Vijnana- Or the object is tranaoen- 
dantally real and hence it is said to be of the 
nature of knowledge- But the difference between 
the object and knowledge ia false. 

But this is highly offensive to actual 
experience and to internal Sakshi which is always 
awake to external experience- 

Now begins the logical attack of the Jaina 
System Though ^the seven variety* 

method is to be attacked yet in order tO: give a 
correct peaspective an outline of the system is 
drawn here especially to intiate the aspirant into 
the system, for comparative and critical study? 

The whole world is divided into two cate¬ 
gories— one is Jeeva or the conscious and another' 
is Ajeeva or the unoonsoious- No Ishwara or 
God is conceived in this system- They are again 
divided into six substances- Kala or time^ Akash^ 
DharmU) AdharmU) Pudgala (maltar)) and Jeeva- 

Of these Jeeva is an important category. It 
is what is animate and is of three kinds; showing 
different levels of intellectual development— 
1) Badhas or Bound down. 2) not accomplished 
in Yoga, 3) and unreleased- 
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Now the Ajeevae are five— Dharma is the 
principle of motion and Adharma is the prinoiple 
of stability' Pudgal ^is matter and St is a 
lubetanoe possessing oo^F) flavour, odour and 
touoh' It is Of two kinds : one is atomic and 

AS 

another is aggregate^ Time is atomic and yet 
infinite and it is the principle of settlement of 
time as pasty present and futnre. Sky is one 
space and infinite. It is of two kinds: Lo^.a 
Akasha where movement is possible and 
Alokakaaha where movement is not poss ble« 

The BubstanoOS excepting time which is 
'atomic are called Astikayas, for they are found 
existing in many places. They are 

and 

Now seven things are conceived as useful for 
Moksha. Jeeva, Ajeeva, Bandha, Nirjara, 
Bamvara and Moksha< 

Jeeva is endowed with intelligence, cognition, 
pleasure and power. Ajeeva is the collection of 
all things meant to be enjoyed by Jeeva. Asrava 
is the collection of his instruments of enjoyments 
Bandha is of two types : one is Ghataka which is 
the principle of obscuring the qualities of Jeeva 
like intelligence and others. The second Is the 
prinoiple of body’s anatomys of its presidency, of 
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its stability) and of its pleasure and paio: Nirjaras 
Is austerity condnoive to Moksha- Samvara is 
the oontrol over senses, (jself control) and Moksha 
is the manifestation of^ne’s own innate nature- 
Means to Moksha consists^ of right knowledge, 
right faith and right conduct, which are called 
three gems. 

Now this world is of seven types, or Sapta* 
Bhangi. The first type or mode is being 
The second is non-being The third is both 

being and non-being; the fourth is neither both’ 
but inexpressible (arsirfff) The fifth is being and 
inexpressible; the sixth is non-being and inexpre¬ 
ssible- And the seventh is being and non-being 
and is inexpressible- 

Baghavendra tells us that this seven variety 
method is fully treated in Chandrikaj Eact 
represants a view-point and each view-point tells 
us a different story of the reality (ar^^w^ra). These 
different view points constitute the different 
aspects of things constantly- Not only in the 
manner stated from the aspect of being but also 
from many more aspects of eteinality and non- 
eternality* different and non-dlfferent* 

Now the present Sutra is devoed 

to refute this The whole system is 
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ftgalDBt reaBoning* Beoause the system that the 
world is of seven .varieties in every thing is not 
tenable; for it rnns oounter to all evidenoes and 
testimonies. For all things are existing in their 
own places and not existing in other places. AH 
things in their own essence are beings while in 
respect of other essences they are non.beings> They 
are substances eternal; but their passing stages are 
changing* 

Therefore this system upsets the whole 
arrangement and runs oounter to'perception which 
warrants constancy in arrangement. This perce> 
ption cannot be considered to be false or fallacious 
as no such evidence is coming forth to prove its 
erroneous nature* 

Besides what is the basic truth on which this 
seven variety system is based ? For there are 
no other system builders who propound this 
theory of existence* If it is mere possibility why 
stop at seven only* Possibility has as extensive 
field as number itself* If all the seven varieties 
are to be acceptod* The first two together is 
no way different from the third which is merely 
the combination of the two. 

This system' is reduced to absurdity only 
when one and the same thing is alleged to be of 
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seven varieties at all times and in all its forms. 
For at different times and in different forms a 
thing can be found to be different in its existence. 
This is accepted by all. Thus in accepting all 
contradioting varieties of a thing one lands in 
self contradiction. By accepting such a system 
the whole field of pbilosophication Is turned into 

a mess of confusion) resulting in complete anarchy 
of thinking. 

After the refutation of this method of seven 
varieties the Shidhanti proceeds to review his 
other dbotorines. The Kshapanaka or the Jain 
says that the soul in the body is self-lumious and 
is coextensive with the body. Here this is the topic- 
The self spreads through out the body keeping 
touch with all parts of the body. This is the 
point over which keen difference of opinion has 
been expressed. 

The Jains contend that Devadatta’s self 
resides only in his body and in all parts of his 
body; For the self is found as the substratum Of 
the peculiar quality inthe samebody andeveiry- 
where in that body. He who is found as the 
substratum for the peculiar quality in the place 
everywhere, is there in that place and every¬ 
where in that place; just like the brilliant 
jamp in the house of Devadatta* everywhere 
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spreading its peculiar quality^ brilliant light* 8o 
is the self of Devadatta; and therefore it is so. 
Other'ffise one would not feel the full happiness 
(some physical feeling spread over the body) of 
the close embrace of a young beantiful girl all 
over the body* In the same manner there would 
not have arisen horripilation all over the body. 

This theory of the self) spreading all over the 
inside of the body is refuted by the Sutra 

This is not'possible because sometimes 
the self would not occupy the whole of the boby. 
For the self in the ant being limited to its body,, 
after transmigration to the body of an elephant 
will not be able to oocnpy the whole of the body 
of the elephant. 

But if it is supposed that the s»lf adjusts its 
volume to the dimensions of the body it enters* 
then it is liable to critical 

position; for the self transmigrating from bodies 
to bodies of different sizes, shall have to under go 
modifications to adjust to the dimension of the 
body; This modi6cation is not restricted to 
dimensions alone, but it extends to the self also 
as both are not different from each other. If 
modification of the self also is accepted then the 
self would be as transient as the body itself’ 
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Tbe Jaia considers that the same allegations 
may be made*against tbe Sidhanti’s soub For he 
also has accepted higher and lower stages to th» 
soul in respect of pain and pleasure. Raghavendra 
explains higher stage as expansion or 

spreading of the parts whioh have become loose 
like the gross body on account of pleasure, and 

or lower stage is explained as contraction of 
the parts as in the case of dry gram (by pain). 
The body undergoing modifications has become 
transient and hence the Jain contends/that the 
soul of the Sidhanti also can as well be subjected 
to transiency on account of modification* 

Tbe Siibanti explains the situation as under: 
Transiency is caused only by modifications, that 
terminate the very nature of a substance and not 
by ordinary modifications* This sort of rule leads 
to absurdity* For a body in sleep losing its nature 
of activity shall have to be fully pereished. But 
not tbe collapse of ordinary nature of thing 
causes transiency; only special nature of a thing, 
if subverted causes transiency. This sort of 
subversion is not caused in sentient substances* 
Hence no change brings about traneiency of the 
soul of the Sidhanti* 

To put the thing in brief the peculiar nature 
of a thing which is coextensive with the thing, if 



mortally impaired when undergoing ohange^brlngs 
about transience of that thing* Concalousness of 
the soul is its such quality $ And it is never injured 
so as to jeopardize the existence of the soul* 

Again any form leading to transiency Is 
material. Hence the soul of Bidhanti having no 
material form is not liable to be transient. 

Another doctrine of the Jaina is tackled now* 
Baghavendra presents bis doctrine of Mukti 
neatly. Incessant ascendence is called Mukti* by 
him. This is refuted in the Sutra 

The soul is accepted to have its size 
of the body in which it resides.'Now the soul is in 
its last stage of reaching Mukti. Hence in Mukti 
the soul would have that size of the previous 
body. Now if the soul is accompanied with that 
body then the body will be a permanent asset of 
the soul and it would be everlasting. So a 
perishable body in the worldy life rises to be an 
eternal thing like the soul itself. 

Now the Jains consider that the soul ever 
ascends higher and higher into the celestial light 
from the terristrial world* Therefore the soul has 
attained a different stage altogether and thus the 
soul is liable to be impermanent* This is the 
last stage* If the soul is permanent then the 
body also should be permanent. 
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Ag&ia tlie Jaio bas acoepted that immovable 
things have no souls. The Jain was afraid that 
if modihcatioDS lead to impermananoy, then 
Atma would be impermanent, and so he is 
accepted that immovable things like trees had no 
souls* This is not reosonable* For then whatever 
thing has body? it has a soul. Then in all the 
bodies like that of elephant and others the soul 
would undergo modifications* For the soul when 
being born is only as long as a span and while 
the body becomes young the soul attainsbig size* 
Because we need not make any distinction 
between movable and Immovable tbingsJ the 
soul would equally undergo modi- hcations. 

o o o o 

Now begins the refutation of the school 
which is the heretic school within the orbit of the 
Vaidika school* This is a group of four schools 
all agreeing in accepting Mahadeva as the supreme 
god- They are Shaivas? Pashupatas, Kalamukhas 
and Mahavratas* No doubt these diflfer widely 
in (ifctalJe. Yet they all hold Henets which are 
categorically different from Vaidika tenets. 

They propound Mahadeva to be omniscient 
and full of good qualities and immune from any 
blemish and hence tbe creator of this world rich 
in variety* As this runs directly against the 
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Vaidika principle that Brahman is the creator 
of the universe, this has been taken up for review? 

Mahadeva cannot be accepted as the creator; 
for this goes against many Vedic hymns which 
sing the glory of Brahman as the creator of the 
universe* 

So many hymns are taken for discussion^ and 
their litergical interprotation-’After that, Sidhanti 
and Pashapatas come to grips* A plain question 
is asked by the Sidhanti; whether he holds his 
theory on the strength of reasoning and Pashu- 
patashastra or on the strength of Shruti. If he 
depends merely on reasoning & Pashupatashastra 
then he shall have to accept that Shiva has no 
body, which leads to unreasonableness cf his 
being a creator* If he depends for hia theory on 
Shruti, then there will be no more opposition 
from the school of Vedanta* 

To this the Shidhanti replies that in the first 
place as all Shruties invariably signify only 
Vishnu as the supreme God Shiva is not supported 
by Shruties as the creator of the world* But 
apart from it, the creatorship is incompatible with 
his bodilegsneps* For knowledge is found only with 
bodied souls. But it is objected that God Shiva 
is eternally endowed with knowledge and hence 



he need have no body. For a body is required 
only for the generation of knowledge. 

Shidhanti then says tjat desire is required 
only for the birth of ‘effort’; In a god with 
eternal effort no ‘desire’ is neoessary and so on 
and BO forth. This leads to absurdity, 

Again the Pashupata objects that on the 
analogy of a potter Shiva need not be endowed 
with a body. Because the potter as a soul cannot 
apply bis effort to the wheel without the mediation 
of bis body. But God Shiva can apply his effort 
directly to the material cause to produce the 
world- Therefore he is sung as Viswamurti. 

To this objection the reply is given in the 
Sutra If the set of senses of 

Shiva are the medinm of his effort, then they wiil 
be the sources of his pleasure and pain. For we 
find that our body which is the medium of our 
effert is also the source of our pleasure and pain- 
Hence this theory leads to the conclusion that 
Shiva will be subjected to pleasure and pain. 

Here an objection is raised. In the Sutra 
is mentioned first as a necessary sequence 
of embodied state (of Shiva). For means 
liable to death or mortality; And then 



as the sequence of bodilessness is placed 
afterwards- So here ^5)%^ which is mentioned 
last, should be placed first following the sequence 
of the text. Then in contravention of that 
sequence how is mentioned first by Acharya 
in ? 

To this the reply is that the sequence of 
meaning is more significant than the sequence of 
text. Ragbavendra exp lains the Situation very 
clearely. First a great drawback was shown in 
the alternative of the theory of bodilessness in 
the two Sutras where the incompatibility of 
of relation and that of substratium is shown. In 
order to get rid of this drawback or flaw if the 
opponent is agreed to have a tody and a set of 
spnseB (for Shiva)then the undesirable consequence 
was show'D. So first the incompatibility of substra” 
turn should be doubted and cleared. And th® 
incompatibility of tfce bodied state should then 
be cleared. This is the sequence of meaning and 
it is more important. So in coatravension of the 
sequence of the Sutra, the sequence of the mean¬ 
ing is accepted and is first elucidated by 

At last Puranas are cited as evidences. It is 
but natural for Vishnu Puranas to uphold the 
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Bupremaoy of Vaishnu and for Shsiva Puranae to 
uphold the supremacy of Shiva. Hence> Brahma 
Puranas are quoted. For they are uualighened 
with any party- And the Shiva Puranas run 
counter to these and hence lose the status of 
evidences to prove the supreme cy of Shiva* 

o o o o 

Now the system of the Shakta's is taken for 
critical review. No doubt much of it has already 
been refuted along with Pashupatas still it has 
something special with it which must be comple¬ 
tely contradicted. Herce a seperate review is 
instituted. Great Goddess is the supreme in the 
Shakta system. She is the cause of creation* 
She is endowed with omniscience and free from 
all blemishes. She is known by many names like 
Bhairavi and others- These Shaktas are ofJttree 
types; Mabavamas, Madhyavamas and Anuvamas* 
The doctrine of the first is reviewed. Here creation 
means the birth of children and not mere creation* 
Such procreation is seen by joint effort of male 
& female and not by single, effort of cither of them* 
Now from Shakti is born Shiva. Hence Shakti 
alone pannot give birth to any child- Hence the 
Sutrakara says that the birth of the child is not 
possible by Shakti alone (female) 
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The Madbyama Vamas on the other hand think 
that Sbaktl with Shiva procreates the progeny- 
To refute thiS) the Sutrakara says that Shiva has 
no body Hence he cannot help Shakt^ 

in creationi The third type of is very 

popular. In this system Shiva is endowed with 
all qualities like omniscience and others* And 
he has no necessity of a body with all senses. For 
sportively he can assume a body and senses and 
hence can very well manage creation with Shakti 
as his companion. This sort of amended Shakta 
Vada is only Shalva system in another name. 
Besides no corroborates this view. 

Shaiva system has already been dealt with in 
the previous Adhikarana of Pashupata system. 


END OF II ADHYAYA II PAD A 



Ill PADA 


Now begins the third Pada of the second 
Adhyaya* In this Pada the conflict of Vedi^ 
statements is reconciled* The topic of the 
Adhyaya is the removal of the contradictions that 
assail on all sideS) the Vaidlka system of Brahma* 
vada* Mutual conflict of Vedio statements also 
comes within the pervlew of contradictions to be 
removed’. First the attack of reason or inference 
is of primary importance and hence it was first 
attended to- Next in importance' is Bamaya 
Virodha or opposition from difierent systems' 
Hence it was next treated. Then it is now quite 
opportune to treat the mutual contradiotiens of 
Yedic statements in this third Pada. 

But the subject matter of the fourth Pada 
also is the same. Hence there will be no distinciph 
in the subject matter of both the Padas. This 
objection is not sound; because in the third Pada 
only topical statements (in Veda) in which gods 
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are referred to, are treated; while in the fourth 
Pada the statements in which the soul is r ed 
to is treated- 

in the Shruti Atma means . Param- 
atma- Ho is taken up here. Atma is said to 
create all which includes Prakrit! also. 

To understand the meaning of the Sutra we 
must know the background* All Shastras signify 
as their main import Bhagavan "Vislnu* He was 
then found to be the creator of the world - But 
when the Sbrutifs are found mutually conflicting 
they were invalid as instruments of knowledge; 
Then the Shruties thai propound Vishnu to be the 
creator also was equally invalid- Hence nothing 
can be proved to be created by Vishnu* So Viyat 
also cannot be proved to be created* Jn|this Sutra, 
Viyat or material sky, the etei 1 sky, and their 
presiding deities cannot be said to be not created 
For there are no Shruties to prove their un- 
creatednesB 

Here again Viyat does not merely mean 
Akasha; But it includes all things like Prakrit!^ 
Atma, Kala and such others except Paramatma* 
Prakriti is insentient; it also inoludes its presiding 
deity. All these are created; but their creation 
is not uncontested - 
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Bat one thing mast be clearly understood. 
Prakrit! and others of this type have no full- 
fledged oreation like a pot [assumption of that 
which was not before]. Creation of Prakriti and 
others means simply a peculiar type of subordi- 
natioD> whioh they enjoy without any modification 
as that of a pot. 

If there is accretion of special feature whioh 
was not before, then there will be a special form 
whioh was not before. But this special form is 
not diflerent from the nature of the thing. So new 
form is nothing bat the natural form of the thing. 

Raghavendra adds that birth does not mean 
Bomtbiog gross coming into existence. A fruit is 
born only when it has turned into yellow- Milk 
is born only when it is turned into curds- But 
this is the point under dispute- 

Now if disputed kind of birth is accepted in 
the cose cf Viyat or Akasha, then what is the 
meaning of Akasha? is it mere hollowness? If so 
how to account for its production? For if it is 
produced then it must have some material cause. 
Now what is the material cause of this hollow¬ 
ness? Brahman cannot be the material cause- For 
Brahman cannot be the material cause of any 
thing- Besides, that which is produced cannot 
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exist before its production. Akasha cannot have 
its Abhava or non-existence* at any time. For 
there is no substratum for the appearance of 
Abhava or absence of Akasha> 

Akasha is elemental sky and is born blue; but the 
Pradesha is mere hollow vaocum and is unborn* 
Akasha is described as having form and henee it 
is described as having form and hence it is created 
and Pradesha Is formless and hence it is not 
created and eternab 

Now the oonfliot of its being born and not 
being born in the Shruti statements should be 
reconciled by considering Akasha in the Shruties 
like afRVsr: as both elemental Akasha 

and Pradesha Akasha. Both these must be 
considered as having birth. And in the Shruti 
a|2f Akasha has both these meanings- 

or birthlessnesB refers to Bhutakasha in a 
secondary sense, as in gjifHwlmfer. Or it refers to 
Bhutakasha in a subordinate sense of lasting for 
long period* Or applying to things other than 
Bhutakasha in a subordinate sense* But here it 
is said that refers to only Bhuta* 

kasha* And refers to Pradesha 

or The doubt as how to reconcile these 

two is expressed. Baghavendra has put forth 
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this doubt BO olearlyt Then he himself clears the 
doubt in the following way:- 

The word Ahasha, in both the Shruties that 
refer to its birth and its birthlessness* means both 
kind of Akasha and their presiding deities. So 
the Shruti that states Utpatti or birth refers to 
all things in the primary sense. The Shruties that 
state birthlessness refer to things other than 
Bhute kasha) only in the subordinate sense. Thus 
this Is one way of reoonoiling both the contra¬ 
dictory Shruties* Both the Shruties have different 
objects to be referred tO) one is white sky and the 
other is blue. This is another way of reconciling 
Shruties. 

Baghavendra states that all this is made 
clear in the Nyayavivarana. Of these the first 
is adopted both byBhashya and Tika. The last is 
explained here. Ghandrika discloses the secret 
of two ways of reconciliation not being mentioned 
in Tikaa 

Herein a doubt of the 

Bame type is raised and cleared. In the previous 
Adblkarana two Shruties one stating Viyat to be 
created while another not to be created) were 
found in conflict with each other and were 
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reconciled by 0ome arrangement* (White Akasha 
not to be created and blue Akasha to be created*) 

Now Vayu is the topic under dispute. 

In this they are said to be transient) 
while Vayu is said to be eternal In 
Now Akasha which is said to be non eternal in 
Shruti is classed under non-eternal and Vayu^ 
under eternal* Even the presiding deity Vinayaka 
of Akasha and Vayu cannot be explained as 
eternal in their nature while as embodied they are 
non>eternaU So real birthlessness alone 

should be stated* This is the opposer’s view* 
The explanation and arrangement is the same as 
before* [Viyat was said to be both bom and 
unborn]. Though having no body he has 
knowledge which is mental yet replenished by 
the wealth of Ycya practice* By such knowledge 
he apprehends the past and the future also* 
Hence he is said to be equal to eternal. For the 
reason of getting body he is non-eternal* [He is 
subordinated in a special way; hence he has body)* 
This is the arrangement made. 

As stated above, the sky and wind have not 
even the probability os being created, were stated 
to be created* On the strength of this statement 
a doubt is raised There is a 
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Shruti in which Sat or Brahman is said 

to be born* Though he has no real birth, yet a 
figurative birth like that of subordination to 
others is possible as in the case of Akasha and 
Vayuj 

This doubt is baseless in the case of Brahman 
who is perfectly independent. If he is not 
independent it will lead to infinite Kegress; and 
absurdity. This point is explained at length* 

Beginning right from the first 
Sutra tosirfg'^iBlifeiqa; (previous Sutra) the differenoe 
between Jeeva and Brahma is proved to be real 
to the hilt, by evidences from perception and 
others. And jhence even hundreds of quotations 
like cannot prove it otherwise. Thus when 

the matter stands, the Sutra defends real difie* 
rence (sneqfiRrfr?) which Bagavendra defines (as to 
distlngush it from the concept of difference of 
advaitin,) ( 1 ) Differenoe which does not tolerate 
oneness or identity. (2) Unsublated or transcen* 
dental difference. ( 3 ) difference which is not 
controverted even at the stage of Mukii. This 
concept of differenoe is quite distinct from that 
of Advaitin. 

How the opposite view is built up* In spite 
of all this argumentation to defend differenoe yet 
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Jeeva is idenMoal with Paramatman- For 3T5 fPt; 
tells us that Jeeva is identioftl with a conscious 
being< proclaims identity with the 

insentient world* Then there is Smriti also) which 
is quoted above in addition to evidences like 
from Upanishads* These cannot be reduced 
to yield subordinate meaning* For the canons 
of interpretation uphold identity unambiguously. 
Quotations upholding difference may be adjusted 
to yield unreal differences 

This being a very strong opposition must be 
tackled sqarely. The Sutra flouts all the 
arguments- First a conclusive and decisive 
evidence is quoted. Having referred to the whole 
world it is stated that it is led by Prajna or 
Brahman. This relation of the leader and the led 
is not mere illusion For it servives in the world 
of Mukti. Here or even is 

said to be srsTr^^* For is on© who is 

disembodied. 

Then many Shruties are freely quoted to 
prove that this same difference is maintained in 
Mukti* After that, syllogistic arguments put forth 
by the unmolested opposition party are reviewed* 

opponent first tries to prove difference to be 
illusory) when that is sudcessful automatically 
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identity etands infallible and unchallenged. !Fhis 
is the hope of the Adyaltin. 

If difference is illusory) this illusoriness 
inust be real* But if illusoriness is real) that 
which is illusory also will be real* It never 
happens that an attribute is existing, and the 
attributed substance is not existing. Hence 
difference itself is going to be real which is most 
undesirable to advaltin* 

Advaitin slips away from this grip. For he 
contends that illusoriness is nothing but absolute 
negation of a thing (counter entity). The reality 
of illusariness only means the existence of 
of negation as far as it Is the object of cognition^ 
For it is admitted that we can conceive even the 
most absolute negation. So the existence is only 
conceptual in the ease of negation* Thus illusari- 
nesa exists'means the negation of its counterentity 
(difference) is existing* (Hence there is no conflict 
at all* 

Or this illusariness is not existing at all 
(Asat). This is the second alternative. The third 
is both sat and Asat and the fourth is the denial 
of both* Now the first three alternatives cannot 
be accepted by the Advaitin; for he wiU be led to 
apostaoy. As for the fourth altenative) it is not 
warranted by evidenoes* 
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Baghavendra, in the second and the third 
alternatiTe^ olarihes the issues with further 
examples* According to both the systems 
(Dwaita and Adwaita) the illustration is without 
Sadhana or Hetu- For in the Adwaita system, 
the difference between the moon (the real) and 
the unreal moon is indescribable. It is neithej. 
Asat nor Sadasat. And in the Sidhanta it is 
unreal. In the fourth alternative in the Sidhanta 
or Dwaitavada indescribable difference is never 
accepted* Hence the illustration la without 
Badhya. 

Here another objection is raised. Even if 
any of the alternatives do not stand the test alill 
the argument is yet sound. For instance when 
we argue ‘mountain has fire; because there is 
smoke’ it is asked if that smoke is blue or non¬ 
blue and when we cannot prove either kind of 
smoke, we need not give up the argument; but 
instead of simple smoke, we must say ‘smoke, 
not characterised as blue or non-blue, but common 
to both kinds of smofie’. So also ‘illosariness’ is 
not characterised by Sat or Asat but common to 
all these. But you must note that in all 
these four alternatives (like Sat. Asat and others) 
3 ou do not find any common about which 
you have stated that it is illusory* Had it been 
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80, like in all kinds of ^ir then it would have 
been the HetU) 

‘The disputed is indescribable for it is going 
to be sublated*. By such inferences the shell- 
silver is proved to be indescribable- Here also 
bringing In the same alternatives whether 
^indescribable’ is Sat or Asat or others you can 
foil the argument to prove its indescribability- 

If‘indesoribability’ is said to be unknown 
Adwaitin quotes ShrutI His 

contention is that there was something which was 
neither Sat nor Asat and that was Anirvachya or 
indescribable* But Sidhanti says that the ShrutI 
says that there was something which was neither 
Sat, nor Asat- It never tells us that there is a 
thing which is indesoribable. Besides the import of 
a sentence is nothing more than the syntactically 
connected meanings of words adjusted to the 
needs of constructional requisites like Juxta¬ 
position and others' Presumption and others do 
not count in settling the import of a sentenes* 
Obhewise presumption which is counted as 
separate and independent instrument ofknow- 
ledge shall have to be included in verbal testi¬ 
mony, 

E-aghavendra supplies the real meaning of 
the ShrutI by quoting a verse from Geeta 
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Tatparya* «The thing (that existed in Pralaya) 
was neither tangible nor intagible^ (nd or 3r>Trr)- 
Hence it is called neither Sat nor Asat* This 
Mufta is Sat because it can be known, and it is 

Asat because it cannot be known.Lord Vishnu 

is imperishable and he is different from both Sat 
and Asatf" The same thing is corroborated by 
quoting Geets. ^^Beginolngless ParaBrahma is 
called neither Sat nor Asat”* Then Raghavendra 
explains the whole of Vishwakarma Sukta in 
which this hymn occurs. 

Then the Sidhanti says that for Adwaitin 
there is no occasion for presumption. For 
presumption operates only when there is some 
dislocation of meauiog, which, to be set right, 
requires presuming some unexpressed meaning in 
a sentence. Here in this Sukta there is no dis¬ 
location of meaning and hence no nsccessity of 
presumption of new meaning which is Anirvaohya 
too, 

Adwaitin contends that there is the dis¬ 
location of meaning* For^ he says that because 
it is going to be sublatod, it is not Sat, And 
because it is perceptible it is not As at* Thus 
these inferences go against the statement* Or had 
it been sat it would not have been sublated; bad 
it been Asat it would not have been perceived. 
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Thus there is the opposition of two Tarkass When 
there is the opposition of these two then presum¬ 
ption operates* But it requires an invariable 
concomitance between Sat and absence of subla. 
tion and Asat and absence of imperoeptibility. 
No such Vyapti is to be found. 

It is difficult to follow the logical meandering 
which may probably lead us into confusion. 
Hence it is better to keep in mind the trend of 
reasoning adopted here. First the Adwaiti started 
with the syllogism ^^S'^erarq)* 

The disputed difference is illusory; because it is 
difference as in the case of two moons (appearing 
when one eye is pressed with the thumb.) This 
Inference is one of the evidences marshalled to 
prove the illusory nature of difference. The 
other evidences are percept.on, verbal testimony, 
presumption and others- 

To show the hollowness of the above reason¬ 
ing the Sadhya, Mithya, was analysed and it was 
shown to be neither Sat nor Asat and other 
combinations of these two. The last alternative 
was ‘ neither Sad nor Asad’. Mithya 

was said to belong to this class of things. But 
unfortunately nothing is found to belong to this 
class. 
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Now what is the meaniog of Mitbya itself? 
Does Mithys mean unreal or indescribable? The 
Adwaitin does not agree to say that Mitbya is 
Asat^or unreal. And there is In this'world nothing 
which can be desoribed as ucribable- 

It is either real or unreal* 

Ih the same manner the reason or Hetu in 
the inference above given is ‘on account of 

dlfiference’* What is this Is it real or unreal 
both or neither ? This last alternative is also 
called All these four alternatives are 

similarly to be contradicted. 

Now this is not borne out by any 

evidence. But the Adwaitin contends that this 
Anirvachyatwa can be proved by inference — 
srr^JT^rs. Now the appearance of silver 
in the shell is proved as Auirvachya on the 
strength of this inference. For the silver in shell 
knowledge will be sublated later on, that it is no 
silver but it is a shell* But the weakness of this 
inference is sufficiently exposed already in Jijnas* 
adhikarana. It need not be thrashed again. The 
Adwaitin quotes Agama as evidence, which was 
also thoroughly examined and the real meaning 
of Nasadeeya Sukta has been already stated. 

Then Arthapatti or presumption also was 
forced into 8'‘rvice but it was shown to prove 
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nothisg for want of Vyapti. Thus one by one al! 
the other evidences like ‘Besemblance’ apd 
‘Absence* are shown to be of no avail in respect 
of proving Aniwaohyatwa 

Now a general flaw in Adwaitin’s argument is 
being shown. The same inference is taken for 
review— our own perception tells us that the 
sky and other things are real and shell-silver is 
unreal- It is the experience of all that the unreal 
shell-silver appeared to them. Hence no inference 
can prove of shell-silver* 

Then he takes the inference—the^ difference 
between soul and God is unreal; because'it is diffe¬ 
rence. For perception proves some thing| contrary 
to|your inference. Then Adwaitin argues that the 
Sidhanti’s reasoning is a oastle of cards- For God 
whose difference is now being considered is beyond 
the reach of perception. It is agreed God is 
known only through Shastra* One may know one 
self through Sakehi- But other soiils are closed 
books to him. Difference of imperceptible things 
cannot be perceptible* And its reality is far away 
from our reach So the whols argument collapses 
like a palace of cards* 

This is a stunning blow; but Sidhanti is 
above and beyond its effect. Calmly he argues 
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that he has already made the point olear> It ia 
not one differencea that resides in all things 
separately that he contends > On the other hand 
it is the dififerenoe of one residing in another that 
is cherished by him. For its perceptibility it is 
enough if the thing containing difference is perce* 
ptible. The counter-^entity of difference should 
only be known* This is what we find in our 
daily experience. We cannot perceive the 
difference residing in God and other soul; For 
they are not perceived. But I cun perceive the 
difference of God residing in me; for I am known 
to myself. And I have the knowledge of God 
through Shastras- This is the experience of all. 
This experience being the experience of oneself or 
Sakshi cannot be brushed aside. This internal 
perception possesses uncontested infallibility and 
any instrument running counter to it stands self 
condemned* Because it is the source from which 
all other instruments derive their validity 

Now why the the source instru¬ 
ment should contradict the the 

derived instrument and why not vice-versa? 
So long the perception and inference based on it 
were pitted against Shruti and inference based on 
it. It was decided that was stronger than 

and hence Bheda or difference was proved 
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to be valid against identity* If on the other hand 
the Adwaiti contends that the evidences which 
guarantee^the validity of Bheda, like Shrutl and 
perception, are invalid^ then there will be 
no evidences to prove the existence of either God 
or soul. Then the Shrutles like cannot 

prove the identity of God and soul* For both 
of them stand unproved'and are as good as unreal* 
Hence the Bbruii ?re?iTr?r cannot stand as adversary 
to perception which proves Bheda. 

It is explained) says Kaghavendra, that the 
perception which proves Bheda only suggests it’ 
but does not create it) as the potter creates a 
pot* Therefore if that evidence is proved 
invalid then God and soul stand unproved and 
their Identitycannot be provedt 

A controversy is raised in the interpretation of 
Anuvyakhyana in this context. Bagbavendra 
places before the readers those different inter¬ 
pretations* Then he offers his own explanation, 
which is lucid and convincing. The context is 
Agama and Pratyaksha have proved difference 
between God and soul. If Adwaitin proves that 
these two evidences are invalid) then God and soul 
themselveS) objects of those two evidences stand 
unproved. Then identity without having any 
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containers (like God and son!) stands banging in 
the air. 

If this is the interpretation then the reply is 
that the evidence proving the identity of God 
and soul does not affect the existence of God and 
soul. For that evidence simply •suggests the 
indentity of these two. It is not empowered to 
create those two objects. That evidence merely 
cognises and not creates those two objeotSj So 
those two objects stand undelineated and un< 
settled. When the objects themselves are not 
settled in their description how can their Identity 
be proved by those statements? This is the real 
explanation. 

Raghavendra offers another explanation* 
There is the scorpian or crab which procreates 
oflf-springs. Hence the mother is the 
(source) and the progeny is (produced or 

derived) the mother dies and the progeny comes 
out of her body. So here also may be 

contradicted by This is the contention of 

Adwaiti* Sidhanti replies that the Bheda given 
by Upajeevya is only auggest-sd and not created 
by it* Had it been created the analogy of scorpian 
would have been applicable and Upajeevya would 
have been contradicted by Upajeevaka, 
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Again the Adwaitin contends that the Shruti 
like JT: in a secondary and derivative 

way suggests only pure and absolute consoieous- 
ness and establishes identity; Hence this cannot 
be contrtdicted by the experience of one self as 
ignorant and incapable* 

To this the Sidbanti rejoins that in literature 
the seconnary meaning always presupposes the 
the primary meaning of the same expression. The 
primary meaniog is omniscience and 

omnipotence and it must have been proved to 
exist somewhere else if not here. Then the 
difference between little knowing soul and all 
knowing God is clear and hence the statement o^ 
identity is directly oontradictedt 

Many verieties of and relations 

are explained and their different ways of contra* 
dictions are presented* Thus it is proved that 
Pratyakeha of the experience of Sakshi which 
directly cognises the object beinS stronger in 
validity contradicts the Shruti which states 
identity of categorically different objects like God 
and soul. 

o o o o o 

Again the soul is said to be an or particle 
of Paramatman, Then the relation between the 

I 

I 
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two will be different cum Identioab For a. part can 
in no other woy be related to the whole. Between 
the original form of Faramatman and His Avatara 
forms the Sidhanti also has agreed that there is 
identity between them. 

To this objection the Sidhanti says that 
is not a physical part of non-material Parama- 
tman* So it is only a technical or figutatlve part 
of Faramatman. The soul is similar to Parama. 
tman as a part is similar to the whole. Also the 
soul is subordinate to Faramatman. For the 
existence and activity and knowledge of the soul 
depends upon God* 

Already this subject has been tackled^ but 
not fully. Hence it is treated again- For in that 
context it was argued by the opponent that the 
soul does not consist of oonsoiousness and bliss as 
it is not found so now. But really speaking the 
soul consists of those things, they are not manifest 
now. Just as the child has all the potential 
qualities of a male or female (the sex that 
perfoims the fecundating function) only in un> 
manifest form^ and when the child attains youth, 
sex functions will be menifest; So also the soul 
has these consoiousness and bliss but they are 
not manifest and in Mukti they are manifested. 
But there in that context the bouPs relationship 
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of similarity and dependenoe are not shown. And 
they are shown here. 

One thing should be noted, says Baghavendra, 
that his Avatars consist of the main or the same 
elements of Paramatman, while the soul consists 
of different elements hence similar elements of 
Paramatman- In one respect (namely existence) 
even Jeeva has the main element ol existence as 
that of Paramatman. But in respect of oonsci- 
ousness and bliss. Paramatman has unlimited 
abundance of them while Jeeva has a meagre 
element of these two ending only in similarity in 
respect of name but not in quantity or qualitys 


ENDS THE 3RD PADA OF II ADHYAYA 



IV PADA OF II ADHYAYA 

Nyaya l^udha is very short on IV Pada of the 
II Adhyaya and Parimala has not exceeded the 
volume of Sudha. Raghavendra has not shown 
the discourteous Prolixity by transgressing the 
limit of the volume of the original. It was shown 
at the beginning of the 3rd Pada of this Adhyaya 
that it was devoted to the reconciliation of tbe 
contradictory Shrulies propounding the nature of 
Jeeva and Paramatman in divine aud material 
interpretational ways. While it was suggested 
that here in the fourth Pada the reconciliation of 
contradictory Shruties is sought in a speiitual 
interpretational way. This is one way of distin¬ 
guishing the third Pada from this fourth Pada^ 
Another way also is suggested here* A chary a in 
his Anuvyakhana says *‘the contradiction of the 
meaning of the Shruties”. 

Jayateerth explains that the word 'meaning’ 
is purposely added to show that this Pada forms 
a part of Meemamsa Shastra* Raghavendra 
explains it olearely that Memamsa is devoted to 
correctness of interpretation, and not to prove 
the validity which is the jurisdiction of Tarka- 
Shastra. Hence Aoharya had added the word 
‘meaning’ ('w?*l'l)* 

THE END OF 11 ADHYAYA 



Ill ADHAYA 


The theme of this Adhaya {s the discussion 
of meaBS (for Moksho)- Jayateertha composes s 
beautiful veree to make an auspicious beginuingt 
At the same time the verse is deeply signihcant 
as it is preg- nsnt with suggestive meaning* 

fpT^Trfff 

I seek the abode of the Lord of Shree which) 
the spiritually courageous seek having equated 
the sensual pleasures with the shadow of the hood 
of an indignant serpent. 

Baghavendra draws out the deep meaning-of 
the words perhaps from his'own experience of his 
inner life. [seek] is explained as <Visualise 
through direct knowledge gained by a 

devoted course of hearing, thinking ^fmeditating. 

* Abode * is explained as ‘ Nature of God ’ or 
essential form of God. 

A grammatical doubt is raised according to 
the rule becomes mir as in the 



compound ftpiR' But thi* shorteDing is condi- 
tion&L'Only when many shadows are meant 
then it is shortened. Here there are no many 
hoods as in the ease of many suger canes which 
throw the shadow. Only one hood throws the 
shadow- It is made clear that ?? refers to the 
world that comes before the word 

Now the theme of this Pada is Vairagya or 
detachment from all worldy concerns. Attach* 
inent to God Shri Hari or is made deep only 
by the first kind of detachment. This is suggested 
In the first verse. 

That a man should develop a sort of ave-rgion 
towards worldly lifei the miseries of coming and 
going (birth and death) are described in this 
Pada. So that beiog disgusted with these dirty 
events man should seek a life beyond birth and 
death. As usual first the opponent’s view is built 
up and then the statements of Sidhanti are given. 

Raghavendra takes pains to give the reason¬ 
ing of the opponent and that of Sidhanti for each 
Sutra in the Pada* At last the question of 
coming back into life is referred to, in the last 
Sutra. The soul comes in contact with corn and 
through it enters into the semen of the male and 
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througii it reaches the womb of the female. In 
the usual course of things when the soul is dragged 
baok iuto life by his destiny, this is the path 
followe J* Id exceptional oases, say of men of 
peoanoe or wisdom, or special practices of Yoga, 
different ways of birth also are found. 


END OF I PADA OF III ADHAYA 



II PADA OF III ADHYAYA 


The theme of the Pads Is Bhskti or devotion 
to God* BaghavendrA gives a synopsis of the 
Pads, as he has been giving in some of the 
previous Padas* He.'goes on summarising eaoh 
Adhikarana in a few words. In the first Adhi- 
karana Shurti tells that there is creation (of God) 
even in dream. After wards it is not seen* For 
God is capable of doing impossible things* The 
second Adhikarana tells us that bondage and 
release are at his will and not by ignorance and 
knowledge, though they are the cause of them. 
So also in the case of dream and wakefullness* it 
is Paramatma who causes them though they are 
caused by the uncoDSoiousness and oonsciousness 
of out ward things* The third Adhikarana d^'s- 
oribes that the state of wakefulness also is caused 
by the oonsoiousneBS of one self (sdWum); still this 
wakefulness, as the dream state, is caused by his 
desire and not by time, which is not independent* 
The fourth Adhikarana states that the Stage of 
sleep also is caused by Vishnu when he enters the 
Shushamna Nadi. For then he is able to enjoy 
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happiness. We know from the fifth that wakeful¬ 
ness from that sleep also is caused by God Hsri 
and so on and so fourth- Baghavendras summa*' 
rises all the Adhikaranas of this Pada, Sucoinotly 
some times with very terse expressions. 

Jayateertba in Nyayasudha treats the 
subject of Dream Phenomena in a masterly 
manner and brings to bear all Shastra references 
in its explanation and exposition. Baghavendra 
adds his notes for further elucidation wherever 
they are found necessary. 

The stuff out of which dreams are woven is 
mental and not material. They are mental 
impressions called or after-effects of experi¬ 
ences, which have been running in a beginningless^ 
scrit-s. Baghavendra explains here the concept of 
eginninglessnesB which is, as he Bays> in reference 
to the long series* though every individual in that 
series has its own beginning. The mental impre¬ 
ssion— though each one is born and has a beginn* 
iqg—in their series is beginnlngleas. Because the 
experiences that originate them are beginningless 
in their series though individually they are born. 

; Now these mental impressions are contained 
in the mind and not Atma or bquI. For the soul is 
spiritual while the impressions are formed of the 
stuff of Sattva. Bajasa and Tsmasa. That mind 
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qIso wbioh conifttos tli6B6 impresBionB is beginniog* 
less, and continues to stay with the eoul in all its 
eojourns, at all times till the soul gets its Mukti* 
In Mukti the soul is nakedly pure bereft of all its 
paraphernalia of tranemigration. So mind gets 
itself dissociated from soul or Jeeva after a long 
service of the soul. 

Jayateertha raises oertaia logical discrepan¬ 
cies in the arguments of Adwaitin. In the course 
of arguments it was proved by the Sidhanti that 
it is Sakshi that warrants the validity of all 
knowledge and means of knowledge. Otherwise 
in the course of asoertaining the validity> in the 
absence of Sakshi there will be infinite Regress* 
Therefore even the validity of inference is asoer- 
tained by Sakshi. 

But if the validity is known by Sakshi, 
before Sakshi operates, the rale of validity that is 
stated, might be violated. Sometimes wrong 
means or proofs might be accepted as right ones* 
Thus there will be no confident step taken with 
cock Burity* 

This is no objection* For what is wrong 
proof,*if rightly understood, is not the’ work of 
Sakshi. For Sakshi is unfailing source of validity 
It is the mischief of the mind- 8o this erroneous 
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knowledge, if silblated, does not affect the infallb 
bility of Sasbkl* 

The maohanism of anderstandiDg validity of 
knowledge is this^Sakshi apprehends all knowledge 
Bat if afterwards this knowledge is sublated then 
it is invalid- Otherwise it is valid* Sakshi 
apprehends thus its validity alsoi If one is deeply 
interested in the knowledge, then one will be 
curious^to know its validity. Glosel yfollowing the 
test or verification, one ascertains its validity or 
invalidity* If one is not much interested in the 
knowledge, one remains indifferent to its test* 

At this critical time mind, clouded with 
passions,ventures with a test of a kind, settles its 
validity or otherwise- That validity if appre¬ 
hended] by Sakshi is not sublated. If apprehended 
by mind it is sublated* For Baksbi is acknowled¬ 
ged to be always a reliable source of validity- 
Henoe a rule is made that a Hetu which is 
usually found concomitant with Sadhya barring 
exceptional cases; and is not concomitant with 
Sadhya* in exceptional cases, is still a valid 
instrument. 

For mere oonoomitanoe of Hetu with 8adhy§ 
is not conducive to validity of inference* But 
that Hetu must not be limited by any Upadhi 
or condition ■ In the same manner violation of 
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ooncomitanoe also must be free from any 
condition to prove the incapacity of Hetu. In¬ 
conceivability Is not invaiiably concomitant by 
nature > There is some other factor for the 
violation of concomitance. If on the other band 
Hetu is naturally and invsribly concomitant with 
Sadhya and if on account of some condition of 
the Hetu, it gets ^itself dissociated with Sadhyaj 
this violation does not conduce to invalidity of 
the inference. 

Another topic of logical disci epenoy is the 
conoomitarce of two things found in different 
places* If concomitance is agreed to between 
dissociated things then we may infer transience of 
the soul on account of the blaoknesa of the crow. 

So a Hetu not found -in the same place with 
Sadhya cannot be a valid instrument of reasoning 

But the Sidhanti eays that when concomi¬ 
tance is assured this difference of place does not 
count Q.X, all in oouduoing to validity. Then 
certain concrete examples ere given. At the sight 
of the innundetion of the river here, one may 
very well infer rainfall above this place. 

This does not prove the difference of place of 
Hetu and Sadhya- For the place or receptiole is 
the river itself- So the river has inuundation 
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because it has raiafall in its upper part. Strictly 
its syllogistic form would be ‘The river Is a place 
connected with its upper part which had heavy 
rainfall, for it has innundation’. Thus for both 
rainfall and innundation there is only one 
substratum namely river. So there is no Vyadhi- 
karana or difference of place for both Hetu and 
Badhya. 

If In this way Vyadhikaranata is warded off 
and Samanadhikaranya (finding in one place) is 
sought) then really Vjadhikaranata can no 
where be a flaw in logical reasoning- 

Now Vyapti is nothing but ‘one not to be 
found without the other’ This is found 

in some pieces, where both are found to take 
resort to the same substratum) For < being 
created’ is found with ‘transiteriness'- But in some 
other places both of them are in different places’ 
as in the ease of smoke and fire- For these two are 
not found inhering in the same substance, nor by 
oantact in the same substance* Fire is found in 
the lower region while smoke occupies higher 
region. It is no use arguing that the mountain 
has the contact both of fire and smoke.; If so we 
cannot explain the conduct of man who directly 
goes to a particular place for fire. 
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Jayatheertha enters into still greater details 
and proves conclusively that dijBferenoe of locality 
of Sadhya and Hetn need not affect the validity 
of the inference. 

Now another still, logical discrepancy is taken 
for consideration. Even when the adjunct of 
Sadhya is not proved, the inference does not lose 
its validity. Let us analyse the situation. Why 
shouM this amount to a logical fallacy? 1] If 
unproven Sadhya is not accepted as logical 
fallacyt then such inferences as “the world is 
some thing different from Sat and Asat; for it is 
sublated.” shall have to be accepted as valid. 
2] or if Sadhya is unknown there cannot be any 
doubt about it. Then you cannot have a Faksha 
containing Sadhya of doubtful existence. When 
there is no Paksba, you cannot f=ave a Hetu 
residing in Prakash which is the key stone of the 
arch of inference, or 3] If Sadhya is unknown 
we cannot establish the concomitance of Hetu 
with Sadhya (einoke and fire), or 4) the general 
enunciation (srf^r^rr) [the mountain has fire] 
contains a word of (unknown meaning does not 
become intelligible- 

One by one these alternatives are taken up 
for critical assessment and evalution, Ij The 
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first alsemative is an tnstanoe where an undesh 
rable and illogical syllogism shall have to be 
accepted as vaiid. But the Sidhanti argues tha^ 
the invalidity of such an argument can be proved 
as invalid for other reasons* It is an instance of 
self contradiction* Raghavendra, here enlightens 
us on the particular kind of self contradictions 
1)y introducing all five varieties of self contra¬ 
diction* 1] One^s own word is contradicted [fSRW*! 

as in <The mountain has fire; and has no 
fire.* 2] one’s own rule is violated, < You are a 
thief; for you are a man.* For every man being a 
thief is violated in himself Otherwise 

he also will be a thief”. 3] ‘lam dumb* is an 
instance of disproving his own action 

So already the inference is affected with self- 
contradiction and can not be ^an instanoe^of un¬ 
known Sadhya. ]. Thus he goes on with 

the other alternatives. [^In the course of that he 
takes up the third alternative. The Sidhanti 
contends that in iuferenoes like ‘God is all know¬ 
ing because be is all doing; merely on the strength 
of negative concomitance the inference is found 
valid. Thus even when Sadhya [u#5rcf] is not 
known still the concomitance [negative] Is esta¬ 
blished. That is known when the negation of 
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Badb^a (the abeeiice of all knowing] is found 
conoomitant with the negation of Sadhana 
(absence of all doing) as in ordinary souls* 

Here is one consideration* An inference based 
on negative coucomitonoe alone, is said to be 
valid instrument of knowledge. Because there is 
that eoncomitanoe and its knowledge also* « 

But where is that negative eoncomitanoe? 
And who knows it ? Why ! it is known in the 
Paksha itself negatively. The negation of Sadhya 
is found concomitant with the negation of Hetu» 
For instance, Baghavendra illustrates, in pots 
and pans absanoe of souls is found conoomitant 
with absence of life* Knowing this, relying upon 
Vyapti or by the advice of a reliable friend, we 
know In a living body the concomitance of posse¬ 
ssion of life and soul. But we ate not able to 
show others who are doubting that one possessing 
life, possesses the soul. Then we prove that 
possession of life is concomitant with pOBseBslon 
of soul; because the absence of soul is found 
concomitant with the absence of life as in the 
inference of Fire from the fact of smoker You 
need not object that the place of the positive 
substances is different (living body) from the 
place of their negatives (pot and pan)* We have 
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alreadj^ proved that Vyadhikaranata or difference 
in the places does not affect the validity of the 
inference. If required the semenees of the place 
can be easily sought. 

o o o 

another logical topic is taken for critical 
study- Inference is Anumana. But Tarka is 
Reduction to absurdity. 

If ‘Fire’ is not accepted) then let smoke 
also be unacceptable. This is 

Thus Tarka is a good aid to inference 

proper. 

But the Jains think this Tarka to be an 
independent instrument of knowledge. Others 
still object that this sort of reduction to absurdity 
is net valid at all- For Tarka is nothing but 
reduction to undesirable absurdity* 

Sidhanti considers this sort of Tarka as a 
logical aid to inference- Jayateertba fir»t shows 
how helpful is this Tarka in helping ordinary 
inference or other proofs to reach the oonolusiou 
when they are found in troubled waters. For ins¬ 
tance the eye is unable to prove the absence of a 
pot on the ground, when it is muddled with a doubt 
[why should there not be a pot on the ground?) 
Then this Tarka comes to our help- ‘ Had there 



been pot here it would have been seen by the: 
eye as the ground is seen* Beoauae the same aooe^ 
Bsories required for seeing the ground are'required 
to see the pot.This is the Tarka; but it Is not abld 
to remove the doubt. It only outs short what 
others desire and prove the probability of the 
absence of the pot. But peroeption with this 
much of aid settles its conclusion. In the same 
manner^ the inference subjected to fear of 
violation of Vyapti or of some other defect? will 
stop from concluding that the mountain has firs 
though its smoke is seen. Then Tarka begins iis^ 
course and revives the Vyapti from its Inactivity 
and on the strength of settled concomitance 
determines the presence of fire on the mountain 
without any doubt* 

The function of this Tarka is to create some 
undeskability in supplying some Upadhi or 
condition to Hetu or in the violation of Vyapti; 
and thus cuts the root of illogical desire* 

In the same manner in statements of Veda 
some doubts would be raised to encourage the 
wrong meaning. Then Tarka would remove that 
doubt and help the natural import to rise above 
all these obstacles by the canons of Interpretation 

One instance of Vedio Injunction is taken* 

< one desirous of heaven should perform sacrifice' 
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In this statement the verb is 
potential form of the root According to 
the root meaning is Yaga or sacrifice and 
the meaning of the termination (f^) is teohnioally 
called [should]* Baghavendra defines 
as It is a peculiar effort other 

than internal. This Bhavana being transitive 
[^rfh^Fr] required some object [^rs?]* Then a doubt 
arises whether that object is Yaga [sacrifice] the 
meaning of the root, or heaven [wjfj* Then by 
the law of association Yaga Is determined to be 
Bhavya. Then the meaning of the injunction is: 
sacrifice should be . performed or Heaven should 
be got* The injunction or the statement becomes 
silent over the matter* 

Then the Tarka comes to the rescue* It 
begins Its operation thus, there is the root and 
the verbal termination (%?) Lit» whole meaning 
is ‘Bhavana’ and Yaga the meaning of the root is 
the object of Bhavana as they are both used 
together* Swarga or heaven is intervened by 
another word. As it is associated with another 
word, Swarga is outside the pale of the import of 
the sentence and comes late into connection* 
Hence it cannot be the object of Bhavana. This 
is the opposer’s view* 
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If the root meaning fYaga] is Bhavyai then 
the supposition that the injunction states means 
of realising one’s desire [Swarga] is proved false* 
The consideration that Vedio injunction or 
Bhavana expresses that meaning is denied. He 
who has stated thiS) is no longer considered a 
reliable man Then no wise man would 

take interest in this Vedio injunction. When this 
sort of Tarka would remove the doubt> then the 
injunction would clearly state that Bhavya is 
Bwarga or heaven and not Taga as was doubted. 
Thus you must lyourself know how this Tarka 
would help the establishment of Sadhya in 
Anumana. 

Baghavendra adds a note here* The above 
discussion comes under Swarga Kamadhikarana, 
Thus whenever doubts arise in Vedio statements 
and drag us to contrary [or wrong meanings then 
Tarka will be suggested to us in the respective 
Adhikaranas depending upon the right meaning 
or Import of those Vedio statements. 

For example in injunctions like 
had there been no expression of teleological 
content like then there would be no object 

for Bhavana of the sacrifice? expressed by fsrsp* 
Another example given by Baghavendra is 
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?R5r. Had been no name of an Yaga, then 
no such meaning as 'one should perform the Yaga 
called Udbhid’ would come out* This is the type 
of Tarka in verbal Texts. 

Now in the case of perception, one would 
come to know that a pot is a substance when a 
doubt as to its being non~substanco is removed 
by such a Tarka as ' Had the pot been no 
substance, then it would have been no substratum 
for atributes or qualities* 

So there will be Tarka as long as there is a 
doubt and there is a doubt till it is blocked by 
Vyaghata or contradiction 

Baghavendra explains that such a doubt 
as would land us on self contradiction should not 
be raised. In the inference of fire by seeing smoke 
if accepting smoke, fire is not accepted there 
would be contradiction of one^s own action. For 
Fire and smoke are admitted as cause and effect. 
And one is seen taking interest in the cause in 
order to secure the effect. Hence the Tarkika says 
that a doubt causing self contradiction should 
not be raised. And Tarka is used as long as a 
doubt is raised. 

After this meandering in the field of logic 
Jayateertha offering us an interesting diversion 



showed misny, allied, points Ingioaliy sound. 
He Gonolusiyejy released; sleferenqe from: > all its 
alleged weah-pointsv .rT^e topiOirDnJtm^ 'is the 
dream world, _ created j by ^odti Many; Shrutlea 
lia^^ l>^nn oited:; l>y Anha^a^^ in^hia Hhashya to 
show the reality of dreams; [ : 

This dream is almMar tq ^:^{^kefql oreation in 
its transience, modifiqat.ipp>.aD^ (depend But 
dream is not illusory < as^tl^e 4 d,waitins eppppse* 
So it is not going tq bqsublitqdjll'y knowledge. 

Now Adwitin contends that dream is IndesorL 
bable and neither ;^at [nor Asat* Hence there 
is: no fear.qf self oontradiqMoQw iBut this iDdeBcri.<i> 
habilijby or Aniryachyafevia isi re^iaotlyr coinciding 
jwith Sadasadyilakshai:^;t^a>ui Htnce ‘this . is an ^ 
instance of self cQntFadiet<iqn,u 'aB ^^it contradiotB 
his own action* ; r 4 } 

Shidhanti hrgues < that drea m‘ ^ < ts May amatra 
or is going to be i sublatedl ? For it is not fully 
manifested^ It is) entirely dependent. 

Now dream is inid to’'be diffei^ent from Sat 
which is- Brahma. This^mnans Sat does not 
contain Brahmftya. For Brsbma has no attri* 
butes at alj. , Heiic® yqu? cannot oonceay© of 
Brabmaiya which is a quality in Brahma and 
which you want to deny in the dream. 
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But if there is dis^otion between dream and 
Srahman and that diatiiiotion is Mtthya or fslse^ 
4hen it means that tiieie is non-differenoe between 
them* So it means there is differenoe only' For 
one Is Mithya and another is Satya and hence 
there is difference only. 

But inspite of difference there is some thing 
oommo^ also* For though one pot is different 
from another pot yet there is the common 
quality of earthiness between the two earthen 
pots. 

Kow another objection is ^raised. Difference 
of a dream fioni Brabman means Brahman is the 
counter entity to the difference (Pratiyogi) :and 
dream is the substrate for it * (Anuyogl). Now if 
you deny Fratiyogitva in Brahman; then Brahman 
will be Anuyogi* For it is a rule that of the twoi 
Bratiyogitva and AnuyQgitTa> on hand, if one is 
not there, another will creep im Hence there 
will be either Pratiyogitya or, Ahuyogitva in 
BfabmaD) which; is against its nature* 

. But this Pratiyogitva or Anuyogitya] in 
Brahman is Mithya or false, contends Adyaitin* 
Bidhimti replies thht If Pratiyogitya is Mithya, 
^tiienwill bO co ^ailahsbanya between Brahman 
and the dreamland* When eyen that Vailakshanya 




beodmes true) Adwaitln is not ready for thU 
logical ooDsequenoe; for it leads to aposiady* 

But Brahman is to be thought oTer^jmeditated ' 
upon Then Brahman cannot afford to 

be devoid of attributes. There are Shruties to 
prove that Brahman Is'all knowing. 

Now all-knowiDg Is a relative term as It 
depends upon *air; and this all is the objeot of 
wrong knowledge or illosioh. In the same mannof 
even such attributes as invisible’ also are aU false 
and cannot be really found to exist in Brahman* 
But Advtitin accepts attributes negative in 
nature and rejects positive attributes. 

Sarvajnatvaand otberS) he rejects on other 
grounds also. ‘All-knowing^ and such other 
attributes depend :, upon ‘All** Hence such 
dependent attributes are rejected in Brahman* 
If so ‘Invisible’ also is dependent attribute as it 
depends upon ‘Visible’; so it should also be 
rejected in Brahman* 

The same topic of attributelessnesB of 
Brahman is followed up with all the vigour of 
reasoning and evidences from Agama or Veda* 
If Brahman is attribateless, he cannot be the 
subject of thought and reasoning (Meemansa). 
He cannot be even the import of Shastra* 
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Thus ypu cannot impose false attributes on 
Brahman. If Brahnmn is attributeless by nature 
,yprbal statements of Veda will be Invalid. Hence 
one, cannot, stand for Brahman’s attributelessness. 
; o o O; o 

In order to^rove the false. nature of ‘ All¬ 
knowing ’ and other attributes of Brahman, the 
1 'Whole Id is said to be false or illusory. But 
'^^re 'assertion would nbt achieve anything, 
\ SJyidenoe must be produced. As for perceptionj 
It warrants the real nature of the world. And 
fche ihfefence also that the disputed is illusory 
beoause it is visible is already refuted* As for 
Agama Geeta condemns out-'-right those who 
propound unreal naurte of i the world* 

~Hien oe con traddcted and > confutad ,the,evidenCes Of 
<Advaitin.:<by supeflbr evidences, lose all strength 
•and allow the reality of the world* 

Advaltih cannot argue thht Agama iS more 
"j^bWerful' 'evHenoe than perception and hence 
perception shall have to adjust its findings to 
%hoBe of Agamst which declares the falsity or 
unreality of the world . For the validity of all 
oyi^enoss . whether , perception or inference or 
,Agapii%depend8 upon perception not external but 
iaternal pr Baksbi. Beoause ^Bakshi i is of the 
nature of Cbaitanya and self luminous. Hence 
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it ie very well qualified to appreBend validity of 
other evidencee and of itself* ‘ Thus Sakshi is- 
apprehending the validity of the Agaiha or^Veda;' 
isUpajeevya or feeding |i>gent. and the Alania 
depending upon Sakshi fqlr its validity is sub^l^l 
nate to it. Therefore Agama pr^oundiog f^la^t^^ 
of the world runs couiiter tq Sakshi and ;i^n v^i|p|e| 
itself. Next it is proved that, Sakshi apprehend^ 
things not only of today but of yesterday: andlof 
tomorrow. Then Manasa ^ratyaksha,. whiph 
the cause of memory, is also said to apprehend 
things of the past. . ' iv? * 

Thus the origin and pjeveloj ipant j of drpfpi# 
is explained,on,pijyohpJogioal bafijs; and th^y-nre 
said to be as real asjthU'Wakefuh-preatiotfi. .Thnn 
not only projeotion of dreams ie^ nttribut^eyd 
God bat eyeh their withdrawal is said, s itO ih® 
God’s,aotivity.. , 

The absoDo^.pf dreams is, sai l tP,he e 
that state ;, the soul, retires into Faramatina' 
through Puritata Nadi and wakiog up frorn, slepp 
is also caused by God. In the same way Moha or 
unGonsoiousnees. or fainting is brought oairisan by 
God. The isoni only half enters into: Paramatman. 
For the others states, of: fulbi enterenoejj «‘nedr 
residence and distant departureibring about,lither 
stages, (sleep) dream f!wakefulness). • > ‘5 i;U 




In all beinga and in all plaoea (of the body: 
the same Paramatman with all hie wealth of. 
eaaential attribotea exists* ^ 

In the Sutra 3r?r: the soul is said to 

h$ the reflection of Paramatman and hence is 
diflbfMit fr^m Him as the sun is different from 
bJf fafleotiOB«^Bere Rs'ghavendra discusses a read* 
fog fo Sudha*; The word srw: in the gutra 

It Mstired from t From after 

the tormfoatfoD aomes and then there is the 
ohaoga to Then we get the form So the 
eorreet reading It * ’ and * * is not 

dorreet« It It doe to the tHp of the writer* 
Eagbareodra tells ot how tome defendt^ this 
readfog of < tfoslfir ’ by dittolriog the compound 
it mfwWiA tvwv So the word wo** it 

accepted here* Tbe refleotioo of the ton meant 
the rainbow where reflection it not throogh tome 
foedium Other then iltelf* Through 

all these esamplet it It mere ilmilarity that is 
itrcitcd* 

But it it objected that Brahman it different 
com ideBttoil With the tool* That the differanoe 
betweeB loul and Brahmas It accepted by 
Sidhantfo and iodehtity it warranted by the 
Inference* The tool It identloal wltn Brahman 
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for H la the part of the whole Brahmanv . A pa^, 
Se one with the whole* Joataahla Avatai^ 
Mataya la one witii the whole Paramatman* 

To thia objection the Sntrahara repUea 
w^Pi? Thia 9^ ia taken in maoymeah^ 

logs. Now #«r la naed in\Qeeta where Pjaramatiliah 
ia aaid to be auperior to boUi (wr) aohl and (wwx) 
Lazmt Thia cannot mean 8wampa or eaaence 

of Brahman* For then Biahmah adU not he 
aaperior to eottl if It ia of the nature of Brahmim; 

Jeeya ia the reflection of Brahman eo aa not 
to be dependent on the medium of reflection* 
Baghavendra qootea a yerae to the eflPect that 
refieotione are of two typea. One ia with mediuip 
and another ia without medium* The reflectability 
between Paramatman and the aoul ia without 
medium like that between the aun and the roior 
bow. Hence ia taken Inthe eenae pf 

anuTU* Hence the argument ia aoul is not one 
with Brahman) for it ia merely tbe appearance or 
aemblance (ynnru) of Brahman. The real thing 
and tta aemblanoe cannot be one or idenUcpU li^e 
the aun and ita reflection*. Thia aemilanoe ia 
nothing but tta dependence. 

It la again argued that the aoul ia different 
from Brahman; bepaua they contain contrary 
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qoftHties lik^fniiiitiniti' ftom defedtS) and harbotft- 
i^ag defe'ets* > 

But if thlf -^oontroriety is due to certalM 
extieneous Qopditioue, then ibojbh the substauces 
might be identical., t<^^ghpy^epdra explains this 
with an instance.; vA ^cryptal in contact with af 
red flower assuniea f^dness in oontrest to its 
.original whitepess.;; ,I^QSp|te of these two dififereht 
q;Ua]itie8f pystai/isilidv^ntical with 'itself- Thus tbe 
difference of qaailiti^S in fthCi soul and Brahman 
being due to conditions conditioning the soul does 
hdt affeot the origihal id’ehtity between the ms 

in the invWtigation of identity of soul and 
Brahman - Siihahti goes deeper and finds out the 
real cause of identity- Where there is ascribing 
of the experiehce of pleasure'and pain as his own, 
there ' is identity- The soul never 
aSoribea to tiltnself, the experience of Brahmah’s 
a ttri b u tes; n or d oes Brahman atiri bh tes to hi ni- 
Self the paidful misery of the soul as his own* 

E-aghavendra puts the whole thing in formal 
Syllogistic form so as'to enable us to find out the 
ibgicarfiaw in the A'dyaitih’s argument^ which 
runs like this'— “The soul and Brahnian are 
mutually identical; for they are consoiousness or 
€hetap and they lare related aa part and Wbole^ 
Here Badba is not the only iflaw; but conditioned 
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Teasoniog also* ^Asoribiog to oneself the expariafioB v - ' 
of pain and pleasure as his own is the bohdition; 
under which the argument comes out to be tiue^ j 
Here the sort of concord is Hhat which has no 
such of oneself has no identity’* Bat this 

Yyapti is restricted to the field of ^Chetanas? only 
and it does not extend to Achetanas’* So a oountec 
argument can be 'set forth 'to that of Advaitln: 
The soul and Brahman are not mutually identical. 

For they have no mutual aaoription of experience 
of one self. 

Thus the argument goes on in a very intere¬ 
sting and intelligent manner till at last the 

harbour is reached when the utter difference 
between Brahman and Jeeva is established* 

Then the topic of form .of Paramatma is 
taken for discuseion. Contradictory statements 
about,form or formlessness are reconoieled into , 
*etra-ordinary form’* But what exactly this 
extrftordiuaiy form means and for what purpose 
ip is deficrib^ must hnown. So it is said that 
Param;atman’8 form,is not material; it is of the 
same stiff as his joy and consciousness* Beally 
we do not find words to describe this wonderful 
form* Yet we may say that it is som^ splendour 
extra-ordinary and wonderful* This is needed for 
•womhip: and meditation* i' 

»a OF II PADA OP III ADHYAYA 



Ill PADA OF III ADHYAYA 

A discriminative scrutiny wortby and 
worthless things leads to detachment from worth¬ 
less things. This detachment should be the result 
of dispassionate consideration. But detachment 
which is found in man before such consideration 
is due to natural iuclination will not be 

conducive to firmness of devotion. 

The topic of this Adhyaya is, means to Moksha. 
Beal means to Moksha is the grace of Bhagavan. 
And means to that grace are four detachment, 
devotion, dedication or worship, and visualisa- 
tion. Vairagya or detachment leads to intensity 
of devotion with which the apirant foUowB 
worshipful meditation. Thus pleased Bhagavan 
becomes visible to him. Vairagya was treated In 
the first, devotion in the second. Now in the third 
Upasana or worship is treated. 

Now we must know how Jijnas enjoined m 
the first Sutra plays its part in granting ’Moksha. 
Moksha is not the direct result of Jijnasat On the 
other band Jijnasa gives us that Bhagavan Is the 



best thing in the world* When Bhaga^aii vift 
known as par excellent he Is pleased and grants 
us Moksha. For this we must know Bhagavan 
to be the creator of the world. That Bhagavan 
alone is the creator is settled by Shastras. Vedas, 
deliver Narayana as the creator of the world, as 
their chief import* This knowledge of Narayana 
as the chief import of the Vedas is to be 
settled by the use of canons of interpretations 
like Upakarma or beginning and Upasamhara or 
end. But this Is a huge task impossible and man . 
is short lived and limited in knowledge. 

All the branches of the Vedas deliver the 
same sort of knowledge about Brahman. So they 
all inveriably declare Brahman to be the creator 
of the world. But how to know and who is to 
know that all branches yield the same import ? 
It Is the Sutrakara who assures us that in his 
UDiimited knowledge, all the Vedas are but a 
tiny particle and hence they are easily understood 
by him. 

Hence in this Samanvaya study Chaturmakha 
or four faced ^Brahma alone is the most eligible 
man* Yet ordinary people also have eligibility 
of some kind* At first the mind of an ordinary 
man does not enter into this complex problem* 
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But ODoe attached to it> the miiid slowly enters 
into it, and grasps it according to his ability. 

As usual Baghavendia summarises each 
Adhikarana of this Pada giving both opponent’s 
argument and Sidhanti’s reply. 

Then comes the question of what Shakha Or 
branch of Veda to choose for our study—our own 
or of others. The aspirants are to start th#lr 
Dhyana and (Jpasana. The natural answer is one’s 
own.-branoh should be studied. Now Up^ana is 
enjoined according to one’s own capacity and 
hence the study of one’s own Shakha is meant. 

To this objection the Sntrakara givres a fitting 
reply. No doubt there is clear injunction that 
the whole of the Veda along with its secrets must 
be studied by a Brahman. The Study of all Vedas 
is in general- Adhyayana means the knowledge 
of meaning. But Raghavendra explains AdhyU;- 
yana as winning capacity to recite at one’s own 
will the group of letters by oourse of repeating 
of ter the Guru has recited. Then by the direction 
given by Guru, if one understands the meaning it 
is called Shravana or Hearing, And Manana is 
applying reasons to or rationalising, what you 
have understood. 

Hence it is the • study of the whole of the 
, Vedas; and not a branch of it that is meant by the 
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iojunctioD* The study of a branoh is meant only 
foe the weak and the inoapitiated» 

The gist of the whole discussion is this- For 
aspirants in general it is enjoined that for the 
sake of meditation of Brahman they]should study 
all the Vedas and get the knowledge of Brahman. 
But in the case^of thoset who are incapable to 
study all the Vedas and know Brahinan) they 
should know according to their capacity. But 
this will not jeoperdise his spiritual efforts oreat- 
ing a doubt whether in other parts of the Vedas 
Brahman is described otherwise. For in all 
branches the genefrl trend of the import is the 
same though other details many vary. Otherwise 
Vedas themselves lose their validity for making 
pontradlctoiry statements in different parts of the 
,Bame,bQph..i! So his study might be limited to Ms 
oapaoity though it must be liberal enough to 
catch the spirit of Vedas. Hence the study of 
all the Vedas is enjoined in general. 

Here another objection is raised. The 
injunoion that one’s own Shakha should be 
studied is not in respect of one.^s study; but it is 
in respect of teaching ^the Vedas that one is 
enjoined to -study. P '01 there is no man for whom 
the study it enjoined.; When there is no man fer 
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whom the injunotion Sb meant as in the 

injunction is proved futile. Nor can you supply 
such an intended person as in Bagha- 

vendra adds an explanatory note here. Here no 
mention has been made of the Phalja or motive 
of this Yaga- For in there are no 

words .which convey the motive of this Yaga. 
So, as we find in a motive of Swarga 

which actuates one to perform the Yaga, in 

there is no motive mentioned* And the 
Vedio statement producing full import does not 
necessitate any thing to be understood. Without 
any motive no man can be actuated to action. 
So the injunction is rendered futile. Hence that 
statement becomes invalid. 

When such objections arise, under stress of a 
syntactical crisis like this, the injunction, having 
no motivation, collapses into non-perfomanoe of 
the Yaga- So inorder to justify the performance 
of the Yaga, a motive like the desire Of Heaven 
must be taken for understood* 

But to come to the point on hand 
one must teach him whose thread ceremony is 
performed when he is eight years old. In thib 
injunction teaching is not possible without study 
and repeating what has been studied will not 



amonot to injunotion. So it Is not |>Tb pe% to 
euppoBe ‘some motive’ as there is no giound^or^^^ 

But one ban suppose that the motive' is 
‘desirous of becoming a teacher^ There is ^^'S6 , 
a word in the statement* to suggest this BoppbBi- 
tion* is making oneself fit to be Aoharya 

or teacher. In there is the root and there 
is Atmanepada termination. This suggests that 
in Orders to qualify himself to be a teacher he 
should carry near him a Brahman of eight years. 
In the absence ef a desire, there is no means to 
fulfil that desire. As he applies means to be an 
Aeharya it means that he has desire to become 
an Acharya and this is the motive* In the same 
manner there is also motive to study the Vedas 
as there is motive to teach them* 

So long a specimen cf Meemahsa discussion 
was given* This shows the mastery of Bagha- 
vendra in the discipline of Memansa* This is no 
wonder in Baghavendra who is the author of a 
lucid commentary on Jaimini Sutaras (Bhatta 
Sangraha) which is the source book of Memansa. 

The last Nyaya or reason is given for the 
study of all the Vedas. Brahman is to be medi¬ 
tated as endowed with the qualities mentioned in 
all the Vedas> bereft of all blemishes. But there 
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are the first rate meditators who aosribe rioh 
qualities to Brahman rt hile there are medioorO 
who are limited to some qualities- And the least 
qualified,attribute a very few qualities to Brahman 
while meditating. Thus there is limitation of 
Study of Vedas aooordiog to the oapaeity of the 
^/pirant. 

Now begins an enquiry of Bhaktl or devotion 
which gives a name to this Pada. Yaga has elgbli 
stages of which Yama is one. And; Yama is 
nothing but—as Raghavendra difines— means of 
Upasana without the restrictions of solitude r of 
place, holiness of time and purity of mind which 
constitute Niyama* . Bhakti sjr; devotion is of this 
very nature, . Hence it is called Yama- ? 

But Yama is defined -in Tantrasara; as 'Non, 
violence, Truthfulness, Absence of Stealthiness, 
continence and absence of Possession or property 
(destitution). Yoganushasana counts these as 
constituting Yama. 

But how this Yama is related to Upasana? 
The Purvapakshi or the Opposer contends that 
meditation is found in a spirit of hatred and 
enemity also* And Chaidya and others are noted 
for approaching in a spirit of haterd; 

A reply, is given by Sutfakar is 
Raghavendra quotes Tanttasar4Yully> 
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Yama ooneists of: purity, 
penance, contentment study of the VedaiB 'and 
worship of Harl> We accept the aid of Yama 
in creating Upaeana. Incessant meditatlohf .is 
not possible if the mind is distracted by other 
attractions* As for enemity and hatred as the 
iograediant of Upasana, there is no reason for hat¬ 
ing God. But Chaidya and others had the contact 
of Asura Jeeva; and hence there was hatred* But 
meditation through the spirit of hatred does not 
conduce to visualisation of God. Meditation 
based upon Yamas alone wins the gracious 
presence of Bhagavan* These must have been 
immune to all sorts of impurities and hatred is 
ene of them* These Impurities constitute the 
strongest impediments in tbe path of Moksha and 
how can such hatred be the means of it ? 

Raghavendra quotes Shruti—Geeta from 
Bhsgavat ‘ The soul has 

innate qualities like bliss and others which are 
covered by such impurities as pain and mirery, 
through the influence of Ayidya which must be 
abandoned. Hence it Is clear that meditation 
prompted by hatred is of no use in the path of 
realisation. 

Absence of Bhakti oopstitutes an impurity 
or drawback in self realisation and visualisation 
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of Bhagavan* v4iid these impurities in greater or 
smaller meaeureo are to be found in all-young 
ohildren/meu) and mad persons* A yerse is 
quoted here in proof of this from Bhagavatam 
I¥ Skandha, in 29th Adhyaya. g 

Jr«ir* Baghayendra explains it fully* 
Linga is the oause' of ascribing eyery thing to one 
self) egotism; and that indicates its cause, Kama 
or desire- So it is called Linga- This desire Is also 
' to be found in childhood, not in aboundanoe; and 
therefore it is called Tanu Linga (small Linga). 
Therefore then it is not clearly manifest* But in 
youth this Ling is clearly manifer t through mind 
and fiye organs of senses and fiye organs of action* 
For in the case of those of sharp senses, due to 
intensity of attachment, this egotism or self loye 
becomes acute. Just as the form of the moon 
who enters in the orb of the sun, on the first day 
is not seen as On the new moon day- But gradu^ 
ally from the second day and from the eighth 
day, the form of the moon gathering its eleyen 
digits becomes fully manifest* 

Now another question is raised (^^?:)* The 
BO called Bijus which is a spiritually priyiledged 
' class claiming the status of Brahma Pada, is still 
bound in Samasara and desire to be released* 
But these are said to be immune to blemishes* 
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Otherwise they oannot be called Rijus* the 
general rule that Moksha requires freedom fr6m 
draw backs is violated here* 

Sidhanti says that even Rijus have a draw** 
back and that is avoidance of long sustained 
efforts; Otherwise you cannot explain why 
Moksha is with-held for some time* Raghavendra 
explains this problem thus* When one is graced 
with Divine vision there is eligibility for Moksha 
which is detained because he has not yet exhausted 
the Karma he has now begun to enjoy. So this 
exhaustion of Prarabdha is sufficient to detain 
Moksha. Why again yon require the absence of 
Dosha or drawback for the detention of Moksha? 
There is the possibility of Karma being enfeebled 
and defunct* 

A short resume is given by Jayatheertfaa. 
Attachment to sensufil pleasures and scarcity of 
devotion to Vishnu amount to a solid defect. 
These should be abandoned by him who cherishes 
Moksha* For they are injurious impedements to 
Moksha* Whatever is an impediment to it should 
be cleverly averted by one who seeks it, just as 
unwholesome thing injurious to health is avoided 
by one who seeks health. So this proves that 
devotion to God Vishnu and other means should 
be practiced. For only by the practice of the 
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positive thing, its negative is avoided and by no 
other way* 

Next another question is raised* Upasana or 
constant [meditation to prepotiate God Vishnu 
and to visualise him is in vain. The object of 
visualisation is Moksha* But the Cbarvakas do 
not believe in Moksha* Hie Furushartha, or aim 
in life is Bhoga or enjoyment of pleasures. ‘Eat. 
drink, and be merry*. Besides there is no evidence 
to warrant the existence of Moksha a state of 
Bliss. If it is of^others we do not know, if ours, we 
have not yet* 

But Moksha can be proved by the super- 
sensuous experience of those who have attained 
it. Though directly we cannot perceive the mind 
of others, yet we oan hear their words which 
express their super-sensuous experience and thus 
prove Moksha beyond doubt* 

But the masters of Atheism cannot claim any 
such extra-ordinary vision, as any sort of penance 
is repugnant to them. Therefore they cannot have 
any perception of the absence of Moksha. 

Then different conceptions of Moksha as 
conceived by the Jains and Tarkikas and the 
Vaisheshikas are taken for consideration* For 
instance Tarkika considers Moksha to be the 



SOI 


destrucIioD of all peooliar qualities of oul 
This is not accepted by Sidbantl* 

In the same manner the Tarkika considers 
Moksha to be the ceassatlon of the continuity of 
misery; he infers that the chain of misery comes 
to a stop, as any continuity would, like that of 
the'flame of a lamp. Here are all the Jeevas wobse 
misery is to be proved that it is going to disconti¬ 
nue? If so there are some souls who are eternally 
involved in the cycle of Samsara; and they are 
the instance where the rule is contradicted. For 
their misery will continue forever. Thus many 
logical daws are exposed and the argument is 
shown logically unsound. 

In the same manner Vaisheshika, who expounds 
that Moksha is only destruotion of misery, 
also is exposed as immature in thought and his 
idea of Moksha is discarded. His argument is- 
Devadatta is the reseptaole of the destruction of 
misery. This destrtuction is contemporaneous 
with any attribute which does not belong to 
Devadatta; and which is not a reseptaole of ony 
real thing belonging to Devadatta. 

This is a very subtle argument and a subtler 
fallacy Badha is shown In illustration ‘the destruc¬ 
tion of misery of Yajnadatta, the Hetu, being 
absent in it, on the basis of the rule ‘the absence 
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of tbequalified is sought by the absence of the 
adjective’. 

Thus the Jaina’s Moksha also is condemned. 
For the absence of misery cannot be equated with 
positive happiness* This topic leads to the 
investigation of the nature of happiness* The 
contention that happiness is merely the absence 
of misery and hence is negative in naWre, is 
discarded as baseless. 

That happiness is positive in nature is known 
by the fact that happiness allowed gradation in 
itself. Saksht is summoned as witness to prove 
that fact that happiness is graded In its intensity* 

But the Jain argues that it is not happiness 
that is graded; but it Is the positive misery that 
is graded and happiness is its negation- As 
misary recede, it Is felt as happiness* The grada¬ 
tion that is seen in happiness is contingent on tbe 
gradation of its couaterentity misery and hence 
it cannot be real* Man’s attempt for a higher 
quality of happiness is only for the withdrawal 
of the grater type of misery* 

But the very conception that happiness is 
non-being in nature is not a proved fact. Sakshi 
the infallible instrument of knowledge cognises 
happiness as positive and henoe all the super 
structure collaps as a palace of cards. 



Then, qomes {|i tiuriis. the4de.n:.-»of,Moi^hftif.i>l4^;^ 
the Boudhas. Shunya pr 

principle. How then that Shnnya iB^relatetfttaS , ;; • ;. 
Moksha? Shunya is the ultimate reality on <whiq^!# • ^ r 
this mundane world is only super^lmpoted* By^/) 
the knowledge of reality the illusion reoeds, -and: t 
that is Moksba> -te i 

But inspite of the real knawledge of Shupya ' 
the mundane world is not seen receding in the ' 
next moment* It ought to do so, as darkness is 
dispelled itn mediately after the light is brought 
in tnat area. But it does not do so* This fact 
is accepted by Bhunyavadh 

In the same manner the Vijnavadi also 
cannot maintain his idea of Moksha* Thus all 
those who are hereties are scrutinised- Then 
those who follow and believe Veda are also 
reviewed. 

At last in his masterly resume Jayatheeitha 
declares that there is Moksha and there is a 
course of discipline prescribed to realise it- One 
must first get his mind purified by going througih 
the series of duties prescribed by Veda in a spirit 
of selfiess dedication. Then the asprirant Should 
shed attraction and repulsion after which the 
heart manifests the innate devotion* Then 
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through a oouree of hearings thinking and medi¬ 
tating he raaohes the acme of demotion and 
through divine grace visualises Him* Then the 
Lord Hari removes all the hindrances of Karma 
to Moksha* But he makes this realised soul to 
wait in order that he should propogate Bhagavata 
religion in this world and as a ground for his stay 
here} He keeps some PrabdhaKarma in balance. 
The claimant for Moksha waits here till he 
exhausts those Karmas by enjoying them fully. 
Then they are also rendered mefPective and the 
gifted man is released for ever- 

Then as the permanent gradation of souls is 
stated which is true both in bound life and 
released life* Raghavendra offers very illumina¬ 
ting comments on these portions* The other 
Manus are Swarochisha, Uttama, Raivata, Ohak- 
shusba, Savarni, Brahma Savarni, Rudra Savarni, 
Veda Savarni, Indra Savarni, Daksha Savarni, 
Hharma Savarni. Thus there are eleven. 

. Then in the gradation come Devatas who are 
hundred- These Gods are said to be nine crores 
(90 million) of whom only one hundred are 
entitled to drink Soma. Of thtse Agni, Rudra 
and chief Vayu are already mentioned. So the 
others meaD> other than those that are already 



mentioned.' Ragliayendra etill makee the point 
clear. They are Vasoj Kudraj Marudganasa* 
Brihaspati Ribhu, Dyava Prithiyee, Aswinees, 
ViahwadeTas, (three) and Pitrus* All these are 
inoluded In the selected hundred. 

NoW yishnn is hot Included, because the 
gradation was restricted to those who are the 
worshippers* And Vishnu being one to be 
worshipped) was included in twelye Adityas, 
So Visfhnu being left out, Adityas would be only 
eleven. 

In winding up the topic of Bhakthi as means 
attain Moksha, it is said that Bhakthi is the 
unrivalled means and not Paramatma to get. 
Moksha. For Yekalayya, devotion to Guru alone 
procured the lore of archery and not Guru- 

But this is only an exaggerated statement. 
Among the means to attain Moksha orParamatma) 
Bhakthi is superior and yet it Cannot supercede 
Paramatman. Paramatma also may be counted as 
means to attain Mukthi. Hence it Is contended 
that Bhakthi may rise superior, to Bhagavan. 

Now the whole point is made clear beyond 
doubt. To attain Mukti or to get Visnulisation 
of Bhagavan, Bhakti rises superior to other 
means except Paramatinan> 



Entering in to the oore of Bhakti you will 
realise that Bhakti is real when it is dedicated to 
Bhagavan alone; but devotion to others is in 
accordance to the scale of gradation at the acme 
of which stands Bhagavam There is no super 
succession of merit in this eternal scale by any 
interference* Hence the aspirant should not 
grudge the unshared superiority of Faramatmtuc* 
In the same manner he should not avoid 
devotional loyalty to his followers in the order of 
the spiritual scale. 

Baghavendra sums up thus: undisputed 
sovereignty to be recognised in Harl and loyalty 
to his followers in the order of their spiriiuol scale 
is real devotion to Paramatman* Its junfaillng 
efhoianoy is recognised in spiritual realisatlont 
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IV PADA OF III ADHYAYA 

It is now aoknowledged that knowledge 
independent of Karma is the means to Mokshaf 
Here this knowledge has also by-produots in 
other things- No doubt the aspirant acquires 
knowledge only for the sake of Moksha< But 
knowledge also produces these by-products* 
through its inherent nature^ Just as fire is 
produced to burn; yet by its own nature also 
produces light; In this Pada the by-products of 
of knowledge are enumerated. 

Through Upasana the aspirant visualises 
Bhagavan- Jnana is this visualisation or Sakshat- 
kara- This super-seusuous perception is visua¬ 
lisation. This visualisation has also power to 
realise other values in life. 

Some object to this extolling of knowledge 
to the skies. It is Karma alone that secures us 
Swarga. Knowledge simply in collaboration with 
Karma adds some glaze to the product; Hence 
it is called means to other products. 

But Sidhanti emphatically asserts the unique 
nature of knowledge and its power to produce 
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other emoluments of life, in addition to Moksha 
which is its main function* But Jaimini’s contra' 
diction of this theory must be taken 'Into account* 
So an attempt is made to reconcile the contra¬ 
diction* 

Jaimini’s theory that Karma being helped by 
Jnana alone conduces to the attainment of 
Swarga and others. Eaghavendra clarifies the 
issues* This theory of Jaimini holds good only in 
the case of human knowledge* 

Even others have thought that it is Karma, 
alone and unaided that secures heaven and other 
things* These and others make a common cause; 
because all of them believe that knowledge alone 
cannot be the cause of heaven and others- 

Human beings, as they are of three types’ 
(high class, middle class, and low class) may 
entertain different ideas about the same subject* 
For iostanoe, Jaimini’s opinion that Karma with 
the aid of knowledge conduces to the obtaining of 
heaven, belongs to the high class people* Heaven 
and such other things arc secured only by Karma; 
while knowledge which is only the cause of 
Moksha, will not be of any use in bringing about 
worldly or heavenly happinesB. This theory is of 
the middle class people while the lower class has 



accepted the theory that knowledge driginat^s 
the invisible and is not able to secure the visibie 
things of this world* 

Now the Sutrakara gives his depision: oyer 
this discussion* Knowledge in general is the 
means to get all desired objects and not knowledge 
of a particular person. Therefore one theory is 
general in aspect while others are particular* and 
hence there is no oantradiction between them, 
though they differ from one another. 

The Sutrakar stated in general that knowledge 
is the means to secure all sorts of happiness in 
lifet But Jalmini and others contend that when 
there is great hindrance in the force of Karma, 
knowledge single handed is not able to secure for 
the aspirant, the highest bliss of life like Swarga 
andothers* Therefore Butrakara states only the 
case of a person unhindered by Karma, who 
secures his Purushartha by means of Juana- 

This does not run counter to the tenet of 
Jaiminl who advocates Karma as an aid to Jnana 
to secure him his desired object* But sometimes 
when there is strong hindrance even Karma might 
not help him to get Swarga and others. Hence 
Jaimlni^s opinion has no context here. But there 
is no rule that which is a hindrance to Jnaua> is 



also a hindrance to Kftrma- Oor experience of 
the world proves somethiog contrary* For a man 
having a hindrance to the generation of knowledge 
Is found to enjoy the layout of a garden and the 
building of a big mansion, which is the fruit of 
his Karma. 

Besides Jaimini does dot mean that Karma 
necessarily bears fruit But even taking this for 
granted; the arrangement that Sutrakara opines 
that knowledge when unhindered yields all fruit; 
and that hindered knowledge requires the aid of 
Karma is the opinion of Jaimini; and it runs 
counter to'the arrangement that the statement of 
Jaimini refers to men. For among men there are 
those who have unhindered knowledge and among 
gods[|there are those who have hindered know- 
ledge* Therefore they also come under the/perview 
of Sutrakara*s opinion aud Jaimini’s opinion. 

So a clarification is given on the previous 
arrangement to avoid such an overlapping* The 
clarified statement melts down to this, that Sutra- 
karats view refers to gods of unhindered know-, 
ledge; and that Jaimini’s view refers to gods 
of hindred knowledge- Thhe among gods alone 
a distinction in respect of hindered and unhinderd 
knowledge should be made to reoonceile Sutra~ 
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kara’B view with that of Jaimini^s view. Now 
this arrangement is not' inoompatible with the 
previous order that Jaimini’s view referee to men 
while Butrakara’e view refers to gods* Otherwise 
then arises oonfliet between both the orders* 

This is the gist ofan exposition of Adhi- 
karana* The eobjeot is philosophioally interesting 
exhibiting intelleotnal flashes of high order* Now 
the further Adhikaranas in this Pada must be 
studied* 

In the next Adhikarana the topic is very 
interesting. A man of god-vision^ some times 
does an evil act* An ignorant man suffers a lot 
for a sinful deed- Taus then god-visioned man 
also must be affected by evil deeds. But a man 
graced with god-vIslon is not said to be affected 
with sin any where In sacred literature. If there is 
no affectation then) how there is distinct effect on 
the pious man of god-vision by good & bad deeds! 

But by such lapses god-vIsioned man shall 
have to forego a part of highest bliss in Mukti. 
This is called loss of merit and It is different from 
affectation or contagions Some like Brahma 
(four-faced) is an exception to this rule* 

But it is said that no God loses a part of his 
merlt'value which is permanently assigned to 
hlffi) by suoh occasional sinful deeds* These tw^ 



statements, Contradictory of each other, are 
reconoeiled in to a modified statenient. 
theertha supplies that modifibation. 

?r5in«itwt One has a limited oap&oity ’'for 

^nanda in muhti* That in no way is affected in 
quantity or quality by sinfuh acts* But sonie 
times the aspirant piously exerts more than Is 
required for this limited Anand* It is this exoeSs 
cf Ananda which cannot be added to his limited 
capacity, and hence is lost by such sinful deeds, 
so that he enjoys in Mnkti his own limit of 
Ananda^ 

Then again ft is said that the effect of 
Prarabdha Karma' is e±teUuated by gOd-visioh- 
But it Is enjoined that by suffering alone the cruel 
Prarabdha Karma (Karma that is begun' to be 
enjoyed) is exhausted, and not till then> In order 
to be oonslstant with this statement it is through 
the effect of this Karma that extenuation to a 
little extent is sought and complete exhaustion of 
Karma is to be .found only by enjoyment' or 
sufferings As a general rule one mutely Submits 
to the effect of Prarabhda Karma;^ but as an 
exception god-vlslon causes partial extCnual 
. tton of the effect of that Karma. .' ^ ^ 
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Bat some think that FMrahdha 
Is exhausted obmpletely by' god— 
apiarabdha is dohe; And the '^tatenieht ’ thit^ 
Prarabdha is not exhausted #ithout ehjd^hg^ or' 
suffering from its effebte, refers tb the ignorant 
men who have no vision of God- - • ? 

This view is not tenable. Fol* if this viei^'iS ' 
oorreot then all God-viSibned people shbiild shed ' 
their mortal obil and immediately, bebbiiciLe* 
released - But e ven after God! vision those wWb' 
have Prarabdha remain in this world tilT that" 
Karma is exhausted by enjoyment. 

Here Baghavendra qibotes legendary history 
to prove this atatemeht- The contention is that; 
even God-vision or Brahu^a' realisation is n,ofc 
enough, without sufferipg or ebjoyment, to exhaust 
Prarabdha. Hadi it been sp they would, haveiao , 
reason to stay here on the earth. Only to render 
some service to the world they borne and stay here 
is a lame exouset For they are thrust down to this 
earth through curse and other causes. Examples 
are many and Baghavendra quotes them. Indra 
and others through the curse of Durvasas, lost 
their wealth and sovereignty. Through, th^. 
curse of Brahma Mudgala and others had the 
connection with wonien of best brder. Mahdavya 
and others had to suffer scaffolding for they'sbughti 


I 
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equality with Vasbistha. Among kings Kalmasha 
Pada, through the curse of Vashishtha) became a 
demon* Such and many other stories are heard 
in Bharata and in other Furanas* 

An objection Is raised here* The killing of a 
Brahman ripens into a Prarabdha whose bitter 
fruit is the disease of Tuberculosis* But by under¬ 
going penitential purificatory rites of Brahma 
hatya, he gets himself cured of the disease* Thus 
there is extenuation of the fruit or effect of 
Prarabdha* by suitable means* 

To this objection there is the rejoinder* What 
is your contention? Do you mean to say that the 
penitentiary act is not the cause of the cure of 
the disease; But enjoyment alone is the cause of 
exhaustion of Karma? Then all the prescription 
of penitentiary acts are vain* Because they are 
not calculated to cure disease. 

But if it is objected that penitentiary acts 
are the causes of destruction of Karma which 
provides the disease, then the penitentiary acts 
are not useless; for peniteniiary acts are not 
constant rites; but they are occasional or 
incidental as the Istisara in the context of the 
burning of the house* 

Raghavendra explains this Meemansa 
ioBtanoe. If the sacrifidial house is being burnt 



it is enjoined thftt ^ IsU (^nalBtingvnf m 
like Astakapala and Purodaeba^ and ^aTin^^A^i^t 
for its diety, should be performed. But It is alsp^ 
enjoined that one should perform sacrifice 
there is breakage or falling down of a pot or 
Kapala. The second enjoinment is not UBeless or 
redundunt* For it is meant to expiate the ein 
caused by that reason of breaking or falling of the 
pot or to serve some other purpose. Therefore 
the second enjoinment is not futile. 

But once the enjoioiment of pententiary acts 
is made to cure the disease it is improper to think 
that they should serve some other purpose. 
Besides in the alternative of some other purpose 
when there is the disease> the desire of pure comes 
after it and the attempt to fulfil that desire is 
made after it. This fact proves that they are not 
simultaneous; and that they l^ave the^only purpose 
of curing the disease. Or because the penitentiary 
acta are invariably followed by the cure of disease 
and hence it is not proper to think of another 
purpose for these acts*' 

Henoe the word is used with fwf«r, 
voluntary ordaining.) Because the signi¬ 
ficance of the word is that the cure of the dis¬ 
ease comes after the performance of penitentiary 
act. For the diseased man with a desire to get 
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the disease curs'd performs peniteutiary act* There^ 
fore penitentiary act and cure of the disease are 
invariably sequential and not simultaneous (This 
is the explanation added by Eaghavendra)> 

We do agree that penitentiary act has the 
purpose of curing the disease. For there is the 
ordaining to that effect* But in the case of vision 

of Brahma there is no such ordaining» to the 
effect that Karma is extenuated by it. 

Yet it is heard as the result of vision of 
Brahma< Eaghavendra makes it clear. We read 
in Shruti ) “having 

seen Faramatman and having destroyed both 
Punya and Papa-” The extenuation of Punya 
and Papa is the result of the vision of Brahman* 
This leads us to think that he who wishes to 
extenuate his own Punya and Papa should see 
him- For if some thing is not mentained as the 
effect of some other thing* that some other thing 

cannot be enjoined to get that some thing- 
o o o o 

Then comes the question of gradation of 

Ananda enjoyed right from man to God Brahma 
(four faced)) in the state of Mukti- In Taittareeya 
Shruti we hear this gradation* It is contended 
that this gradation is of the Muktas and not of 
Bamearins or unreleased from physical bondage* 
For there are two adjectives used to qualify the 



persons concerned. They are 
Now «ftf5r«T means 

attained the object mentioned in Bhm.tiv 
Now this adjeoiive suits only 
also which is explained as ; 

sr^w^^r^n* Besieged by desires man 
becomes perplexed, in worldly life* But in released 
life he is free from this torture. Because all, his 

desires are fulfilled, {srng^r*!*.) he is not tortured 
by desires. It is said in Shruti that the released 

soul enjoys all desires (objectes of desires) in 
company with four faced Brahma* Though the 
Mukta has no mind or heart to cherish desires 
falfiiled- Hence this gradation of Ananda belongs 
to Muktas, for their 

Then the Taittareeya Shruti is further 
explained. This man is said to be ever young, 
which is possible only in the Mukta stage. 

Then some other interpretations are taken 
for review. To confirm the correctness of his in 
terpretation the Sidhanti shows some defects and 

drawbacks in their interhretations. But he 
shows clearly that in kanva Shruti, the Chakra 

varti, Pltru, Gandharva, are taken for consider-- 
ation. Of these the latter is. hundred times 
greater in Ananda then the former. But in 
Taittareeya Shruti the king, man, Gandharva 
and Fitru are enumerated, of these the latter is 
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hundred timee greater in Ananda than the 
former. In Brihadbhasbya expecting a oontra, 
diction from Taittareeyaka before different 
7ords means Ayuta^ Dashlaskha and so on and so 
forth. So the manushya gandharvas are hundred 
times greater than the sovereigns. Form them 
the Deva Gandharvas are Ayuta times greater 
than they and Pitrus are ten-lax times greater 
than those. The same gradation of Ananda is 
being now considered rationally' So long only 
Shruti texts were considered refering to this 
gradation* 

The reason that supports this gradation is 
that the gods have a superior type of joy to 
that of men (gods and men are kinds to be found 
in the soul world and not in phjrsical life). Fo^ 
in the stage of an aspirant the effort they make 
is far superior to that of man- It is a rule that 
greater effort is crowned with greater sucoesg 
This rule is borne out in iostances like the effort' 
of a farmer, a merchant and an ofBcer of the 
king. And in religious field, in the holy fires 
constantly kept up, this rule holds good. If on 
the other hand for greater effort there is no 
oompensatory greater success in the end, an 
intelligent man does not feel the urge for greater 
effort at all- But an intelligent man is impelled 
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to make greater effort with an Instinotive belief 
that it yields unoommon output. 

Keverse is the case with men; beoause 
their efforts are less. Their ultimate fruit they 
achieve in their released state is less than that 
of the gods. 

Then there is some disoussion on the word 
Raghavendra puts a grammatical note on 
the use of accusative case of this world* The 
grammar rule is Bagha- 

vendra first explains words in the rule, si? means 
f?TT*T cessation or terminus, fj? arfdw: 
when time and path are meant to have contact 
with qualities and action incessently, accusative 
is used- Here the accusative has the same use as 
*TTd 3T«ftd (he studies for a month) the 

river is zigzag for two miles* In it means 

that during ten kalpas: there is not a single 
moment passed without penance- 

But this statement of gradation is contra** 
dieted by Shruti which declares equali|y among 
all released this apparent meaning 

is contradicted by many shrutles supported 
by Shmrities- For Geeta declares a peculior 
moksha for those that are gifted with divine 
wealth tdlr d'T?f?*fl«rPT* / 



^'GeUing all the fulfilment of their eyes and 
ears in good con;iradeship of one another, 
with eitrao-rdinary alertness of minds they 
were yet not equal in knowledge and blisss Some 
are sunk In neoter to their mouth. While others 
are enjoying sports in the forests of Swetadveepa, 
thus they were blessed with the presence of 
Paramatman”, 

All these statements conclusively prove 
that there is gradation in means applied and end 
achieved. I if theire is gradation in means and yet 
uniformity in the end Paramatman will be liable 
to favouritism and nepotism which defects are 
categoricatlly denied to exist in Bhagavan. (WEtwr 

Reghavendra quotes a Smriti of similar 
meaning i 

I ii 

Thus accepting variety in the means adopted 
with a refusal to accept the same variety io the 
end leads to logical fallacies of very serious 
nature of self contradiction. 

Now a moral objection is raised* If even in 
Mukti there is gradation due to kuowladge and 
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bliss then there arise hared and jealousy among 
liberated souls* For we find a rule in wordly 
life that those who are graded as highland low 
are found bitterly jealous of one another. 

But this is a hasty assertion. For in worldly 
life the reason for jealosy and hatred is not 
gradation but it is affected sight and affected 
mental out look. Here in the released state the 
soul has shed all such affectations andihas stood 
in naked purity. Hence there is no scope for 
any such doubt of jealousy and hatred. 

Baghavendra puts this in a syllogistic form. 
The opponent should have recourse to Tarka thus 
Had the released been liable to gradation then 
they would also be liable to hatred and jealous 
But this Tarka is based upon the general rule oi^ 
Vyapti above mentioned. This general rule is 
found conditioned by an upadhi. Gradation is 
found leading to jealousy and hatred only when 
that gradation is conditioned by affected nature. 
But in Mukti there is ^lo scope for being affected 
with any defect physical or moral. Hence ther® 
cannot be any reason for jealousy. 

Now another argument is adduced to prove 
gradaticn in Mukti. The liberated souls also are 
graded according to those conditions then availa¬ 
ble, because they are conscious souls like the 
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unreleased souls in worldly life. Grading is being 
superior to some and inferior to some other* 
No logical f la VPS like Badha? Sidhasadhanats, 
Sadhyavaikalya and vyabhiohara can be 
expressed now. 

Raghavendra makes this statement clear- we 
must remember that gradation is adduced with 
reference to Mukta (Mukta is Paksha)* Hence 
Badha or falsification has no scope. Sidha 
6adhaua or proving what Is already proved is 
also a logical falacy. That is not possible here* 
because gradation is qualified wlth> ‘acooring to 
conditions then available* and ‘according to 
former gradation among them' are used Some¬ 
thing new is proved and hence it is no Sidha 
Sadhana. In the instance of unreleased souls 
the gradation of souls in worldly life continues 
even in the state of Muktl and hence this 
sylogism cannot be accused of ‘absence of 
Sadhya* as Sadhya or gradation is in the samsari 
souls ‘One is superior to the others* and not to 
Hari who is superior to all- Hence you cannot 
show the violation of the rule in Hari. 

Gradation means either being superior to* 
some one or being inferior to some one else* 
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But this gives scope to misapprehension* For 
if gradation means being Inferior to some one 
then the rule is violated in Hari who is chetana 
and yet is not inferior to some one. If gradation 
means being superior to some one, then Pratijna 
means one released soul is superior to another 
released soul. But the instance is unreleased 
soul which cannot be superior to Mhkta soul 
So the instance cannot have Sadbyain it which 
is a great logical defect. 

Baghavendra therefore clarifies the conce¬ 
ption of gradation, by defining gradation both 
as inferiority, and superiority of a certain thing 
in respect to some other things. Thus when 
gradation is defined in general so as to b^ 
applicable to both kinds of gradations (of 
superiority and of inferiority) if taking only one 
variety, it is condemned as defective. Eveiy 
syllogism may thus be condemned and 
logical reasoning itself will have to be declared 
unfit to be the instrument of knowladge* So it 
is unwise always to condemn the general truth 
by scrutinising critically the particulars of it. 

Now by gradation accepting both the 
varieties, a new definition of gradation is 
Offered. The released soul just a moment after 
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the releftse he was just as he was before release 
to some he was inferior and to some he wa^ 
superior in his essential or splritnal nature* 
The ooncomitanoe rule must be stated in general 
terms* The same released soul in his released 
condition is the soul in spiritual status as he was 
in his nnreleased oondition. 

This leads us to the eternal order of gradation 
from beginiogless time* When thus eternity is 
proved then gradation is proved to exist even in 
the released state of the soul* 

This gradation has at the lowest rung kali 
and at the highest rung has the husband of 
Saraswatee or fourfaoed Brahman* 

Of the three instruments of knowlsdge Agama 
^8 of infallible applicability in unknowable things. 
But it is liable to different interpretations* 
Hence to prove that the four faced Brahma is 
at the acme of gardatiou) inferenoe is used. 

All have agreed that in the preent time the 
four faced Brahma is at the highest rung of the 
ladder of gradation* Thus then in the past period 
of time and in the future also he must be similarly 
at the highest rung* Because they are also 
periods of time like the present one* This Brahma 



even when he was not in the status of Brahma 
was at the highest rung. This proves the yogyata 
of Brahma in the past and future and its eternal 
nature* 

Many Sbruties also are quoted to prove the 
eternality of yogyata* Henoe it is proved that 
right from kail the lowest Spirit to Brahma the 
highest spirit the yogyata of the soul is unassal*- 
lable and eternaU 

Here again the question of immunity from 
defeots of Bhagavan is raised for oritloal 
survey. For we can haver an immaculately 
pure vision of Bhagavan only when he is proved 
to be immune to defects. Baghavendra explains 
this more clearly. The knowledge that Brahma 
is free from defeots oonduces to Moksha. Henoe 
the four-faoed Brahma knew Brahma to be defect 
less* 

The highest reality Para Brahman Is one 
integrated whole. There are no parts in it so that 
one part cannot be pitted against another part of 
it to institute internal difference In the Integra'-* 
ted Reality. Every part of a Brahman Is the whole 
of Brahman* So pereoption and inferenoe, based 
upon perecpetioU) cannot apprehend difference 
amongst the oonecived parts of Brahaman*. 



What is the judgement of Agama on this, 
moot point ? Agama also does not oonoede this in* 
Wnai differnoe in an Integrated whole .'Before that 
let us know the context of this topic. It was 
propounded that Rama^ Krishna and such in. 
carnations of Bhagayan are not dijBPerent from 
Bhagavan. 

But Rama and Krishna were seen as different 
by people liring in their days yet they were not 
accepted as embodied* Difference between two 
persons entirely depends upon their embodiment. 
Thus there is no scope at all. Besides if these 
incarnations are different from independent 
Faramptmanj they are dependent and they will 
be liable to all defects to which dependence is 
heir to< Raghavendra mentions them as seeking 
favour from others, birth and deat b and such 
others. And all these inoamations being different 
from independent Vishnu are liable to all defects 
just as ordinary souls are. 

In order to refute this argnment based on 
perecption Agama Is quoted in the case of 
ordinary pots and pans, there is mutual difference 
between them besides their multlpoity in number. 
But in Vishnu and his Avatars* there is multi*, 
plioity but no mutual difference. Vishnu is seen 



distinolly different from others yet not different 
from himself* 

Now this is explained with reference to gods- 
men and demons. By their nature the souls are 
of three kinds— Gods men and demons* The 
perception of gods does not apprehend the 
difference between one Avatar and another or 
between Avatar and the original form of Param- 
man. The best souls recognise that Avatar is 
Paramatman. The Pauranik instance is that of 
Jambuvan who recognised Krishna to be the 
same as Rama. 

But multiplicity among objects is invariably 
found with difference among them. Therefore 
recognition of sameness is not compatible with 
multiplicity* 

But there will be a doubt if multiplicity in 
the forms of Bhagavan is due to difference or 
to an innate capacity or Vlshesha In Bhagavan 
which makes unity and multiplicity in Bhagavan 
possible* When both are possible decisive Vedio 
statements prove beyond doubt that Bhagavan 
is indisputably one appearing in many forms not 
in contravention of its uinformity or unity or 
better still its identity. This is corroborated by 
the internal perception of the best souls. 
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Now middle class souls do not recognise 
the sameness of paramatman in all his various 
formS) yet ^they do not find differences among 
them' The reason for non recognition of sameness 
is the fact that his vision is clouded^ at the sweet 
will of paramatman* But he apprehends differ¬ 
ence of other objects froth Bhagavan and 
difference among pots and pans- 

It is only the last and condemned class of 
of souls by nature that find difference among the 
Lord. So the evidence of eminent souls of elass’one 
testify to the unity and undivided nature of 
Paramatman in spite of multiplicity of forms* 
The best evidence is the statement of Bheeshma 
which expresses his conviction. <‘God created 
all animals and entered their hearts* So is Krishna 
free from all blemishes am completely dissillu* 
sioned, lost all faith in differenoe in respect of 
Paramatman and found him solidly integrated 
and one> just as the Sun situated in the eye of 
everyone as the internal oontrotller and guideidaj.^ 
found divided and yet recognised as one ah# 
the same. • 

Then begins a long discussion about the 
validity of knowledge which is of two kinds 
One is mental modification and another is self 
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lamiDOUs seif itself vNow if validity of knowledge 
is ascertioned througli teet^ there will be 
no end to the test and without is asoBir- 
tainment of validity no one iaolined to ' 
undertake any activity• But on wrong assumption 
we are now proeeedtbg and falling into logical 
pit* For test Is not'required in evary .case of 
knowledge. Only whena doubt arises test is found 
essential and not when there is undoubted certinty 
Only In the pase of mentally modified cognitions 
there is scope for dnubt. With myeyes or evepl 
with my touch when I know there is water> I may 
doubt its veracity. For it is mind’s modifipatioD; 
After I drink water there is pleasure of quenching 
my thirst. This pleasureds.felt by self luminoug 
self or Jeeva or Sakebi ftod'no one doubts it. 

Now all knowiege at the first stage jg 
without its validity ascertained. , Asoertained or 
verified validity is from a feeling of invalidity. 
Sakshi with due tf sb asoertains validity. But 
when there is no defeot Sakshi in, the usual way 
apprehendB veith coxninCm validity at the first ' 
instance* when there is. curiosity there is test and 
then there' Is verified validitys . In all cases of 
knowledge of mpntal .modificavtion u man 

entertains a doubt and there a test and Sakshi 
apprehends validity aftpr yerifioation* But in 
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the ease of knowledge apprehended by Sakshi no 
heoessity of test Is felt and there Is the immed^ 
late apprehension of validity* 

Nowin the case of multiplicity of divinerl 
forms difference is apprehended! by pereOptionv 
but Agama dr verbal testimony testifies to the | 
fact of identity of these forms* One is allowed 
to oontradict the other after knowing which is 
basic and whioh is dependent* In respect of 
Vishnu and his forms Agama alone is the real 
sonree of knowledge and hence It is basic or 
while pereoption is dependent on Agaiha ^ 
and hence it is' dependent or The basic 

knowledge Gontrdicts the conflicting notion" 
which is based on it- Thus Agama which ! 
recognises the identity of forms of Vishnu contra ;: 
dmts peroepUon which ;^prehend8 the apparent ^ 
difference of forms* 

So long gradation was treated in respect off 
means of Moksha and oohsequently of the end 
Moksha* Now the persons whose destiny 6^1 
Moksha is assared on lacoount of the divine] 
vision will do good deeds and av^oid bad deeds* Iff 
Brahma and other souls are not graded 
Moksha they need not do good deeds afjb#| 
divine vision^B their Moksha is sure add cei^^ 
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But Agama declares that post-vision good deed 
add to the idtensity of Ananda or ecstatic deilight 
enjoyed by released souls m Moksha- 

But it is objected by Advaitin against the 
principle of the basic instrument being contra¬ 
dictory of the dependet principle* For this 
would nullify the Advaita Shruti* It cannot be 
settled_i^final|for .the statement of oianisoience is 
basic and being dependent. It cannot be 
said that the statement of omniBCience provides 
us with the sobstance and hence it is upajeevya 
and then domes the upajeevaka to 

nullify it* For than ^this is Silver’ coming 
first will be npajeeya and will sublate the 
uppjeevaka ‘this is sheH’ whioh comes next* 
But this is not so* 

This contention^ of Advaitin is not soutid 
For upajeevaka is that ■which is well tested. ‘This 
is silver, is not well tested Henoeit is not upjeevya 
The statements of god being omniscient 
and jeeva being miserable are welf tested and 
hence they are upajeevya arid contradict 
which is upajeeyaka* 

Advaitin again cohtehds that , inefe 
unqualified essenoa of Brahman is the upajeevya 
and not the one qualified with attr ibutes of 
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omlmiBoience. This is not sublated at all by 
next coming statement of 

But the Adyaitin cannot parry the blow o 
the upanishadic contradiction with the instance 
of silver’shell sublation J’or sublating state-;- 
ment ‘this is not silver’ refers to mere 

nnattribnted sobstanod this’ and not tbe substance 
attributed Mth silverness* But not so is 
the statement For or that (Brahman 

with ommiseience) Is Identi fied with 5# (yoii or 

Jeeva with misery and others you> which is most 
illogical. 

To avert this blow If it is contended that 
uhattributed essential consioousness is identified 
with unattrlbuted conscionsness shedding the attri 
butes of ommlsfiience and misery in both the 
oases, then it Is not the Identity of Brahman and 
soul but the identity of pure unattributed 
oonsoiousness which is harmless, because it is as 
good as saying *the thing is identical with itself’ 

Now Advaitln’s Brahman cannot be even 
oonsciousness or For according ^to his 

dictum‘what is dependent Is not real and ? 
is nothing but or knowerness* or 5rRr^q'fsrf^ 
spffR fcf active agency In the activity of knowing. 
Baghavendra gives a grammatical explanation 
of $rsc9. Now this knoweiness is dependent upon ; 
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the objeot of knowledge or and in the 
same manner it alee depends upon knowlngnesS 
Hence these will form attributes of Brahman 
and Brahman will be or attributed 

which is not acceptable to Adyaitin. 

Now Advaitin cannot contend that 
Brahman is His mere self or essence. 

For even bis own self or esseence depends upon 
other things for understan ding ^qform 

or essence is common to both one self and the 
other. And this is used in the case of by 
meemansic rule of exclusion or exclades it 

from <r?:. Hence the dependency of on 'Tt* 

Raghavendra fully explains this rule of 
exclusion in MeemaUsa Shastra When certain* 
rituals are going on oortain Mantras are recited 
Are they meant to express their verbal meaning^ 
or they are not meant to express their meaning* 
But they are recited only to produce some high 
religions merit capable of yielding ceiestial fruitt 
When thus a doubt arises the shastra replies 
that the contents of the Mantras are already 
expressed by some Brahmana statements. Hence 
Mantras used in rituals are merely ment to 
produce Adrista or religious merit. Only the 
blind are led by others and not those that 
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are welloBighted. Objection is raised in the Sotra 
and then in the sutra a suitable 

reply is given* is the Mantra 

cited. A Brahmana vakya also is there but its ^ 
meaning is notN the same* ^ad it been so then 
this mantra quoted here would not have been 
significant with meaning* But it would have ? 
been used merely for its effect like a Mantra 
used as an antidote to snake-bite* 

Really speaking Brahmana Vakya has a ■ 
signifitant purpose to serve. It is used for 
exclusion. For Chayana sacrifice ^ 
bricks are required to be brought in a cart drawn 
by both a horse and an ass whose reins are to be 
taken in the hand a* This is the meaning expressed 
by Mantra. Brahmana Vakya by Parisankya. s 
means that an ass shpUld not be yoked with itS 
rein in the hand - So Brahmana is not vainly 
used. So Mantras are fully signifioant in meanipg .j' 
when used in rituals* means when a thing .. S 

is applicable in both the places) using it iq one : | 
place with an exolusion of it in another place* 

The Advaitin adduces that there''is the i: 
evidence of Agai,ma to prove the unreaUty of the^ 
world. proves the unreality of the ,.4 

world according to his interpretation of thisA«:^ 


.'A 
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Shiuti. To this the Sidhantl gives a subtle reply 
‘<we do Dot, deny the existeEce of this Shruti, 
nor do we deny the interpretation of it* We 
only deny this import of sentenoe that the world 
is illusory or uhreal* The iniport is settled after 

finding out that it ddes not run oounter to the 
rationale of the Whole theihe* 

In the Sutra g^«rt«rf gr: Jnana was said 

to be the nieans to the end of Moksha* In this 
context it wasstated that Jnana was poportioned 
to Karma; and Moksha was m proportion to 
Jn ana • In this Shastra wherever you meet with , 
a statement that Jnana is the means to Moksha* ' 
you must understand that Jnana means Bhakti* 
Jnana is only a part Of Bhakti wliiohjia defined a® 
devotional attachment to a reality knowing its 
greatness* It is this relation whiph by secondary 
implication settles the whole ‘Bhakti’ when 
‘a part*‘Jnana’ jsrnentioned- Apart implying 
a whole is seen in such usages as 
Baghavendra explalnes this as medical usage* In 
medicine the word means a part of th® 
medicine. In part used for the whole of 
the medicine. Others explain it differently. 
accepting a different r^eiading ^5!irpTT^. means 
the end of piece of oloth, When it is said that 
it means a small piece of cloth with its 
nd, in practice.; Others still explaio it differ- 
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ently. ?5TI meanB a wiok 3^ then mean® 

wick dipped in oil. 

‘And otheri* inolud^B an instance from 
Meemansa eutra. Here Valflhvadeva 

is a part of chatormaBya and it implies a group 
of sacrifices known as These are the 

instances to show how a part imptlea the whole. 

So also Jnana is a part of Bhakti and - wherever ; 

it is cited as means to Moksha it means Bhakti) 
hence it is said A man of knowledge 

is most dear to me. 

We must also treat the devotees of Hari 
with devotion/ Gods arc Hari’s devotees and 
hence we must know the gradation of godS) the 
seale of their spiritual dapabity in order to realise 
Mukti. Because we shall have to base our 
devotion on this ssale of spiritual capacity Then 
only our devotion condiibes to Mukti. Accordinly 
the fruit of papa and Punys of an individnal goes ■ 
to demons and gods respectively* The Puny a is ,: 
distribated among gods according to their 
spiritual capacity or yogyata. So Brahma ^ .5 
(four faced) and Vanee his dohsort get more than - 
half 6 f it. In the saiae manher the Guru who .■ 
Inst ructst gets inore than half of religions merit i 
of instruction* . 

THUS E'^DS THE POUfitTH PADA OE 

THIRD ABHYAYA "S 




! 


IV ADHYAYA I PADA 

\ 

•s. 

In order tfiat th@ object might be aohieved 
I shhll bow to that Kamalapati who beBtows^ 
Mnkti on us when propitiated with the (aooepted 
means* 

In this Adhyaya we read the fruit of all our 
spiritual efforts* The fir^st two Adhyayas saman- 
vaya and Avirodha delivered us the accomplished 
form of Brahman the third Adhyaya afforded 
means to realise this Brahman. then arose the 
occasion to present the fruit of all those efforts* 
First the destructian of Kerma as the effect of 
Spiritual attempts is treated. Before this, sincere 
and honest effort is stressed again as in the III 
Adhyaya. For in spiritual life it Is the practice, 
uot much the theory of a principle that bears 
fruit-Constant and devoted dedication alone is 
called efficacy in spiritual progress- 

In the course of discugsion we come across 
a Sutra where it is stated that Vishnu 

should be meditated upon as perfect with infinite 
number ofiqualities* Now in the previous Sutra 
the word or image is present and usually the 
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word that is present near at hand is opnetrued* 

But this insults the import of the. sentence- For 
then both image and substanoe would be identica 
which is highly objectionable, Some word which 
is compatible in sense shall have to be chosen. 4; 
And that is Atma* This Atma who is Vishnu 
should be meditated as Brahma; because he is 
perfect* Besides the meditation that the image . > 

is Brahman a thought of identity which is 
oontradictedf Hence it is an erroneous meditation 
which is strictly prohibited* There is also an 'f 
, implied suggestion^^thatit is not meresTR^ra or juxta '4| 
position that settles the syntactical oonstrUiDg v;| 
In a sentence but it Is or oompatibility of 

sense that settles the construction as is made, 
clear in the Jaimini Sutra jaxta- 

position does not ^prove the constfuing). Even 

if there is intervention of word or two syntactical 
construing is settled by the compatibility of 
sense or import. 

Now here is an instance of refuting a 
commentary* The interpretation of the Sutra , v|| 
^ that the Image should be thought as Brahma is- . ^| 
not right' It is enjoined that the.image should not 
be worshipped as Brahmani For the image is no^ 
Brahman* The reasoning is that A thihg should not ;fy|| 

be worshipped as some thing when both are not m 
identical and the some. This reasoning is not a preA;«;4ii 
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.sumption. For in the previous Sutra this oommenta 
tor bimself has shown that the image should not 

be worshipped as Atma, otherwise there also thto 
reasoning would hot have prevailed over the 
objeotin* The Advaitiu oahnot contend that 
there is identity between the image and Brahma. 
Beoauseohe is imaginary and the other is real* 
But there is no transoendohtally real difference 
between the two. Though image and Brahma 
are emperically different tranBoendentally or ultim 
ately they hre one. If this • is so then between 
and alao.there is transrendental identity 
and no absence of it- Non-existence of identity 

is the Hetu and tbat is not found in jeeva and 
Prateeka. ' 

But for the non performanoe of meditation 
the reason is not mere absence of identity. The 
thing worshipped should not be benefftted by 
excellence- The image when worshipped as 
Brahma is really benefitted by excellence- Hence 

even in the absence of identity there is worship 
of the image as Brahman- 

If then accepting a qualif ied Hetu> the image 
though not a Brahma is accepted as fit to be 
worshipped as Brahma then only because there 
is the" benefit- of excellence eimilary then 
the image should be accepted as fit to be medit- 
; ated as Atxna (whiih the Advaitih does not do ), 




Here Begbavendra comments, that tbe 
proposition that image should not be worbipped 
as Atma though it is to be worshipped as Brahma 
is opposed by reason* To this must be/ added 
another logical flaw namely Atiprasangav, 
Simiilary when qualified hetu is accepted, one 
cannot deny the same privilege to Prateeka 
when worshipped as Atma 

One more doubt is .raised that Karma 
anterior and posterior to God vision, does not 
allow Moksha to. be realised by the soul. Hence 
the Sutrabara emphatically stresses one of the 
effects of God vlssjon to be the destruction of 
Karma* 



II PADA OF IV ADHYAYA 


" Aoha^ya at the begiDBing of Anuvyakhyana 
justifies the oomposltion of it even after the 
eluoldatioD of Bhashya is in existence. For Anu¬ 
vyakhyana explains in greater detail what has 
been briefiy stated in Bhashya. 

According to Bhashya the theme of this Pada 
has been related as the account of Moksha and 
emergence ^ from their bodies^ of gods* If so the 
Moksha and emergence of other embodied souls 
remains to be treated. It must have been treated 
somewhere else or if not treated at least tlie 
reason must be stated* 

/ An answer Is framed to cover all these 
. objections. The answer is all comprehensive. 
This fourth Adhy ay a is devoted to the fruit (of 
all efforts), whioh is dlsignated as Moksha. This 
Moksha is made up of four parts. Of these four 
constituents the first is the destruction of Kaimai 
which includes riddance of evil* for good, and 
security of good* These four oooour one after 
another. After god vision oome 0 _the destruction of 
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Karma which is followed by Emergence • Emerging 
from thebody the soul follows the path fit for him 
and reaches the destiny which is Brahma. Then :■ 
comes enjoyment. These four are treated acco¬ 
rdingly in the four Padas of the Adhayi. 

As for the objections raised on Bhashya the ;; 
explanation is this.. The destrtnction of Karma / 
is common to both gods and men. Emergence d; 
of this second , Pada and the Marga of ; the third 
Pada do not belong to gods. So Marga of the 
Seekers exoluding gods andMohsha of all are ^ 
“treated. in the third Padai " ■ 1 

A note here will clarify the issue. Gods are ^ 
shining in their bodies and have their destruction ^ 
of Karma by god--vi$Ionand enjoyment. Mokhsa / 
ef gods means only entrance Into their superiors ,; 
and their bodies merge In the bodies of their j 
superiors. Hence there is no Utkranti and emei>- 
genoe from their body and access to Brahma 
as in the case of Other souls. 

Thus the topic of this Pada is Moksha of gods : 
only and emergence, of men only. Yet there is 
one common topic of this Pada. and it is the 
fruit in l^he form of abandanment of body of both 
gods and men. 

The procedure hotr one attains the most 
coveted state of eoBtatio joy is related) gathering ’ V 
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it from different sources by Jayatheertha. Gods, 
by the vision of Vishnu and by experianc eexhaus^ 
the hindranee of Karmat enter into the bodies of 

I 

their superiors, aud have their bodies merged in 
the bodies of the superiors. While beings other 
than gods emerge from their bodies along with 
Brahansdi. Thus both get rid of their bodies^ 
Men alone traverse the path that is fit for them 
and enter into four faced Their subtle 

synibolio body is; broken to pieces. Thus getting 
rid Of the li^t touch of material existence and 
standini^ in pure and radiant and^noble soul form 
with divine qualities like bliss and joy and worshi ' 
' pping: the Lord jVishnu in his nearest vicinity, 
enjoy divine nipetie^^^^^^ their essential 

.form m their sweet will. 

Never does he return - to this filthy life of the 
world. This is the nature of the life in Moksha. 

But different people of different spiritual 
stuff have different experiences of the highststate 
of life. Variety in the conception of Moksha is 
attributed to the spiritual fabric of the soul which 
enjoys it. Men of pure soul fabric never fail to 
. feoognise the right epnoeption of Moksha* But 
men of coloured fabric have opntaminated conce¬ 
ptions which run counter to Vedlo epnoeption of 
Mukti* They are daught in tbeir own mess of 



diabolrc conoeptlon and attain nothing but' 
eternal mlBery and abysmal Ignorance, 

Here Aoharya reyiews critically different 
conceptions of Mayavadin) Jain and* Shunya- 
vadin. For instance the Shunyayadin srgues— 
Mere soul witl) out the physical body and set of 
senses, does not become a source of misery. 
Similarly the body with a set of senses^ but 
without the . soul does not become a source of 
misery and hence one should renounce both the 
soul and the body with a set of senses. Thereforei 
our aim In life is the extinction both of body and 
soul. 

' “ I 

But Mayavadin refutes this argument by 
stating that Shruti tells us that disembodiment 
and merger of the soul in Brahman is beatihcatioD) 
and denies jurisdiotion to inference in the case of 
Moksha. For ShmU alone can dehyei the goods* 

But Mayavadin cannot cite Shruti as 
evidence in the case of Moksha, says Sidhantl. 
For Mayavadin has robbed the Shruti of its 
capacity of instrtumentality 111 respect of know-- 
ledge. - His attempt to divide Shruti into two 
sectors— 1) phe of Yidhi and Nishedha) which has 
no capacity to inform us of what reality is 
2) another known as Vedanta which is really 
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oapftoiated to enlighten ua on the nature of realit;< 
has been proired to be futile In this i’espeot* For 
how oan Veda help Ub to know" the reality bereft 
of all attributeB^ 

The oopoeptlop of Moksha in VijaaDayada 
is taken up for leview* In that system also^ 
the Jeev-a loses his individuality and attains the 
state of vljana* li is also the same as 
Adyaltayada-^^ ^ 

In one soUled theory, Mukti IS the state of 
Brahma^ or ShuDye, ^hiehlS bhe without second. 
But as time is eternal even when one soul is 
released, there is Samsara' with feforenoe to 
another soul, %f 6thar Souls 

Thus exposing defeots 'In - every system the 
Satr^ Kara, ppmss t^^^ of Moksha of 

Tarkikas, and m any \ o theis. ? He proves that 
their theories of Moksha are 111-ooncetyed.; It 
is human to err* But the system bnilders claim 
extra ordinary powera-of conpeption and imagi¬ 
nation* Even if such persons had erred in Some 
side-topic which is not the point at Issue they 
might have been forgiven* But these so called 
men of vision and genias grievously mis 
understand the main topic of the sutras 
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tamely Moksha* Through^ellQBloii aod peryeTsion 
hey have approaiphsd the^tapio of Moksha apd 

jonaeqaenily their idea of Moksha ip a travesty 
)f truth* 

They have not imderstpod. the barest outline 
>f Moksha muoh less then the inner seerets of it 
vbieh is the oommon stook of knowledge , of men 
(anging from cowherd to crowned prince* For 
n this world ordinary men of praotioar out look 
without any sublime motivation think that they 
should be happy* must be happy’ Is the 
launtiog dream of )e very man. But no one oheri- 
>hes the Idea thatjhe should not be. happy^Henoe 
those who advocate Be]f:e£faoement and loss of 
Individnality in Moksha range dower in intelli¬ 
gence than those ordinary men. Henoe Sutra- 
kara took so much trotible in disproving the 
theories of Moksha which are the ill oonoeivedi 
products of cynical tendendy and perverted 
imagination. 

Finally the Siitrakara diiousses the question 
of lay a or abBorption| of one in another. Tbig ; 
La}'a has reference to gods. Because their 
Muirti is nothing but < absorbtion into their 
superiors. 
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In this oontext two oonfHoting Shraties 
ooine l^fore us. So 

the question arises whether all gods merge Into 
fire only or in this five elements (earth 
water, fire, wind, ether or sky) Fire. 
Shruti is'unamMgnonS While elements-Shruti is 
ambiguous. V Bo the t^jeotor: |>uts the ease thus. 
All gods enter into wind and wind is absorbed 
into the sky. Thus the word ‘elements’ in plural 
number is justified. 

To this objeotion Sidhanti rejoios that all 
gods do not merge into one Aghl or fire* But 
into all five elements. Bibhus enter into earth 
and-As wins into waters In fire enter fires. In 
vayu enter Indra, 8oma, Adftya and Brahaspati* 
8adh;^as merge in Akasha. 

Here the elements stand for deities f residing 
over them, other gods will .not be ectering into 
their superiors. Indra and others do not enter 
iuto physioal Vayn ; but into Mukhya Vayu, 
who is their superior. Because be is the Abbi- 
manee of the element of Vayu. E^en chief Vayu 
is called a Bbuta or element. 

Then the whole Sohema of absorption is 
chalked out in detail. Qods entering io ohie^ 
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Vayu are said jbo anter into Mahavishnu< But 
this entranoe is not dlreot. Theiialore a detailed 
arrangement of final entrance out 

refering to inan^; sources of Veidic texts. Then 
the question of exit aftar entranoe into their 
superiors is dispnssed^ 

Then the' rule df %aya is quite thie reverse 
of the rule of breation Or Sristi- ’ The ruleOf Laya 
is that one is absorbed do another of whom 
the one is born^ genercdly ? when there is no 
exception. Again he in' J^hom one Is absorbed 
B the Bimba; (Oklglnai) fpr . the other who is 
{Pratibimba (image)- . 

THUS ENDS It PA W OF ADHYAYA 





Thii is the Shortest Pada iu Sndh^ apd 
P^rimaia. In this Pada t topio is the Path 
way to God ehOsenfby ineii after enrergingl from 
their bodies^ £ 'The "destinatipii ia Bhagavah 
A^ishnij^ Beih^free from the bondage of i^arma 
and emergihg from the h^od^ men mareh towards 
theip destinatiom j j s £ 


IV PAOA OF FV ADHVIYA 

In this pada the iast topiot enjoyment of 
one *8 eSBehtlal happineBsV is treated* When the 
souls enter-into the four"faced Brahm^^ they all 
attain Param jyoth ' The soul heihg himself after 
bis release yremaihs^^- f rcmvitbat Para 

Brabma.: 4 th% h5ur^^;f^^ Brahma they 

enjpy; happioesa apdi they 

have aooespjt^^l Worlds in thiS; state 
Many more dftails ak 0 eahout> the released souls 
are f worked^ the those, Shruties 

profusely oo^tedfeklhen other ^cidations of 
Bbruties all aniountingvto identity of souls with 





Para Braiiirian are shoitn to be iiot baaed n-^ 
oi^QOn8.-p|iviptw^e.t|tipni^. -'^'.<TJe ^Mtiktaa ' tl^ 
«ek!ibwledigO::tW':---lin^!Bpufed%o^erel|^^^ 
Nara^aiia;^nd en|oy happineea^ at iila graeilp 

•uiffrage;,: ' '3 

. Mt Aobttrya. at^ tbe^ind;:: bbwa .downtdb 8; 
i "Ha^|'■tfaeiabode:^efeilimany■^«|perfoction8^^^, 

> ;;to’<81101^ tbat^one%^wa^xejeilaatdow^^^ amoBeefitll 
t ;.vja8 god/^^.yisipa ealiatatioBiM'' 

.itv^ApMarya-^ re^ieal»blro.w^'i.¥»laee^id°4;j^eifMeTarob'i| 
scale as Vayndevia. Then hisf three <^hioafrhatloi$ 
ahd the last as Madhya was declarj 

tOpthejsfprldg ^t^ris this; Madhy^^.whp^ yrrote tp| 
wopfe da^’^prder ^ ‘ hila * dDBurpaBBed ai 

Boyereignty.' ' 


.pffe^s■^Ms,^ga^ian|^^f>.chpaen,^£la^^^ 

/by,jELtimalapativ rpujad hls.hecfe;,y . ;• 31 


.= ''^''J<'>Theii- he Sdieblbses '^'■the-’ r'ii'obl'e='’^motiy'e W;i^ 
whieh^ he wae inspired to Write this-work-' ^Nysj 
8udha/ / it f ia hot ' udderthe delusiPh of h 
■ his Erudition j noV Sunder *the'%vil i’h'tehtloa 
professip^'his'^^Sttastery e^ yOeabulaiy, hi 
dhstigated b^ -inhiighityf hhr ihoite#- bjr’ playb 
/wahtonhesai ^ < theti- ■'>--If •'wasv:»geftrfedi;.;'t6 Twirite, 





- .V ^ ; v‘V‘ 

. , ■ T 

unreAerved. dedioatioB 
i^kes^hfehe.^*#^-:: i;.:/ .■-;;■ 

offering'a garland, to Kamalapati- _ 

thie r,|(yprld'/ ■r^ • ■‘b®ggw^- ^ :.. T 

different^' gardenA,; tod=;i;5i^rpi^|^ngr--!^il^^^ -V'^ ' 

■garland 

dn bis breaiiibi'\i^|d;ving''it..aa41l^d'fc^ 

Is attracted by d garland pf flowera 

dne is aoopmpanleify’ witjl' 

ateertbaoffer's It''td’’Kaid)eflipilV^ 

'Parimala-M^'&ai^iy&yad'on^^ 


litp tbil work<ppl^;atithp;|mpBl}mg^i^ . 

Prana? \«riip< .lio^nantly /aptnatsB vail sensas ' 
(of all dicing .bpingsjv.:.^;^^ . . , ■ 


- Than be Md^assSS tl^pBoJ that 
in the atudy oC ^ya^a Ppdha. Those, learned 
ipandjltB who know the art of appreolation) and 
\who earnestly desfre' td iddnh the' heotar .of 
l|fyaya'Sudha,'.wlll^dp:':weir^it'';idj?ehjdy^ 
firigzanoe of Kyaya dudha iahd then sjkudy 
hfyayaSudha> 
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